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1.0 Introduction  
1.1 Initial Study Information Sheet 

1. Project title: Avenues Septic to Sewer  

2. Lead agency name and address: Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District (EVMWD) 
31315 Chaney Street, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530  

3. Contact person and phone number: Matthew Bates, P.E. 
(951) 674-3146 

4. Project location: North of East Lakeshore Drive, generally between 
Country Club Boulevard, Mill Street, and Irwin Drive, 
Lake Elsinore, CA  

5. Project sponsor’s name and address:  Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
31315 Chaney Street, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530  

6. General plan designation:  Hillside Residential, Low-Medium Residential, Medium 
Density Residential, Neighborhood Commercial, 
Residential Mixed Use  

7. Zoning: C1 – Neighborhood Commercial, RH – Hillside Single 
Family Residential, RMU – Residential Mixed Use,  
R1 – Single Family Residential, R2 – Medium Density 
Residential 

8. Description of project: See Section 2 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: See Section 2 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement: 

• City of Lake Elsinore (encroachment permits) 
• State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) 
• Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) 

 
11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area 

requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan 
for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal 
cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? 

On September 20, 2022, letters were sent to the to the 26 Native American representatives and 
interested parties identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). To date, four 
responses have been received: both the Quechan Indian Tribe and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians indicated that they have no comments on the Project and defer to local tribes. The Rincon Band 
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of Luiseño Indians (Rincon) indicated that the Project location is within their Area of Historic Interest and 
the City is considered a Traditional Cultural Place. The Pechanga Band of Indians (Pechanga) indicated 
the Project site is within the boundary of a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP). When additional 
responses are received, they will be forwarded to EVMWD and the SWRCB. Discussions with Pechanga 
and Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians (Soboba) regarding the cultural significance and sensitivity of the 
Project area are in progress. EVMWD will undertake consultation with interested Tribes under Assembly 
Bill (AB) 52, and the SWRCB will undertake Section 106 consultation with interested Tribes.  

2.0 Project Description 
2.1 Project Location 

The Project area is roughly 99 acres in size in the City of Lake Elsinore (City) in Riverside County (County), 
California. The Project site includes the area north of East Lakeshore Drive and generally follows the 
parcel boundaries west of Country Club Boulevard, north of Mill Street, and east of Irwin Drive. A small 
portion of the Project alignment would extend into East Lakeshore Drive, west of Country Club 
Boulevard. Refer to Figure 1, Regional Vicinity, and Figure 2, Project Location.  

2.2 Project Background 

EVMWD is a public non-profit agency, created on December 23, 1950, under the Municipal Water 
District Act of 1911. EVMWD provides public water service, water supply development and planning, 
wastewater treatment and disposal, and recycling. Currently, EVMWD has over 46,000 water, 
wastewater, and agricultural service connections over a 96-square-mile service area within the cities of 
Lake Elsinore, Wildomar, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta, and unincorporated portions of the County of 
Riverside. EVMWD is a sub agency of the Western Municipal Water District, a member agency of the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 

The 2016 Sewer System Master Plan includes objectives for converting existing septic to sewer to 
prevent potential contamination of groundwater in the Project area.  

2.3 Project Characteristics 

The Project would convert about 250 existing single-family residential septic customers to sewer, which 
involves installing about 14,000 linear feet of sewer main and lateral pipelines within roadway rights-of-
way (ROW). The proposed Project would involve the construction and operation of approximately 
14,000 feet (2.7 miles) of 4-, 8-, and 12-inch-diameter underground sewer pipelines within existing 
ROW. The new sewer lines would connect to one of the two existing sewer mains underneath East 
Lakeshore Drive.  

Wastewater collected via the proposed sewer lines would be transported to the EVMWD Regional 
Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). The Project is anticipated to generate approximately 62,500 gallons 
per day (GPD) of wastewater. Existing septic tanks serving the residents would be abandoned per 
Riverside County Health Department requirements.  
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2.4 Construction Equipment and Sequencing 

EVMWD anticipates that the proposed pipelines would be located within a 24- to 36-inch-wide trench. 
Pipeline trench depth is anticipated generally to be approximately seven to twelve feet. The duration of 
construction is estimated to be 12 to 18 months, starting as early as August 2023. Full installation of the 
sewer facilities is anticipated by December 2026.  

EVMWD estimates that pipeline installation would generally occur at a rate of approximately 250 feet 
per day and would involve the following steps: 

• Street pavement would be cut, and soil would be removed to create the pipeline trench. 

• An excavator with a sling would be used to lower the pipe sections into the trench. The pipeline 
would rest on a bedding of compacted sand inside the trench per EVMWD standards.  

• The pipe in the trench zone (the area above the pipe to the surface) would be backfilled per 
EVMWD standards.  

• Street cuts would be repaved in accordance with the City of Lake Elsinore’s requirements. 

Activities proposed to occur outside the road ROW would include the abandonment of septic tanks 
currently located on private properties. Existing septic tanks would be emptied and then filled with sand. 
The tops would be removed, and bottoms perforated to allow for drainage. EVMWD anticipates that 
construction would likely be divided between four phases within the Avenues neighborhood, with as 
many as two phases constructed simultaneously. Construction crews of approximately four to six 
workers would typically be working on each phase. The types of construction equipment projected to be 
required by each construction crew for pipeline installation are presented in Table 1, Anticipated 
Construction Equipment. 

Table 1  
ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Phase Equipment 
Trenching 1 Excavator; 1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 
Pipeline Installation 1 Crane; 1 Excavator; 1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe; 1 

Dump Truck 
Resurfacing/Repaving 1 Roller; 1 Paver 

 
When construction equipment is not in use, it would be stored at locations selected by the contractor 
and approved by EVMWD. 

To minimize disruptions to the local community, construction and equipment maintenance are 
anticipated be limited to weekdays (excluding holidays) from 7:00 a.m. through 7:00 p.m.  

EVMWD will provide notice to residents, property owners, businesses, and schools adjacent to the 
proposed pipeline alignments at least one week prior to the start of construction. Notices would include 
an anticipated construction schedule and description of anticipated construction activities and their 
expected duration in addition to any other pertinent information. 
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2.5 Construction Best Management Practices 

Air Quality 

Construction would implement standard dust control measures as required by South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403, including watering two times daily during grading, ensuring 
that all exposed surfaces maintain a minimum soil moisture of 12 percent, and limiting vehicle speeds 
on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials would 
be covered with a fabric cover and maintain a freeboard height of 12 inches. 

Water Quality 

Implementation of the proposed Project would require conformance with the National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Activity Permit. Such conformance would 
entail implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to address the discharge of 
contaminants (including construction-related hazardous materials) and minimize runoff through 
appropriate best management practices (BMPs). 

As a standard construction practice and regulatory requirement, EVMWD would implement best BMPs 
from the required SWPPP for the Project, which may include: 

• Covering stockpiled excavated and/or fill materials to reduce potential off-site sediment 
transport. 

• Employing appropriate standard spill prevention practices and clean-up materials;  

• Maintaining the Project area free of trash and debris;  

• Properly storing, handling, and disposing of toxins and pollutants, including waste materials. 

• Use of erosion control devices, such as straw wattles, mulch, mats, and/or geotextiles. 

• Use of sediment catchment structures such as hay bales, gravel or sand bags, silt fencing, fiber 
rolls, matting, berms, or similar devices along grading boundaries and drainage courses to 
prevent off-site sediment transport. 

• Daily backfill, compaction, and/or covering of excavated trenches to minimize erosion potential. 

• Regular inspection and maintenance of all erosion control and sediment catchment facilities to 
ensure proper function and effectiveness. 

Noise 

The following measures would be implemented during construction to minimize noise impacts to 
surrounding neighborhoods: 

• Construction equipment, including vehicles, generators, and compressors, would be maintained 
in proper operating condition and will be equipped with manufacturers’ standard noise control 
devices or better (e.g., mufflers, acoustical lagging, and/or engine enclosures). 
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• Construction work, including on-site equipment maintenance and repair, would be limited to 
the hours specified in the Lake Elsinore noise ordinance. 

• Staging areas for construction equipment would be located as far as practicable from 
residences. 

• EVMWD would identify and provide a public liaison person before and during construction to 
respond to concerns of neighboring residents about noise and other construction disturbance. 
EVMWD would also establish a program for receiving questions or complaints during 
construction and develop procedures for responding to callers. Procedures for reaching the 
public liaison officer via telephone or in person would be included in notices distributed to the 
public in accordance with the information above. 

Construction Traffic Management Plan 

A Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) would be implemented during construction of the 
proposed Project. During construction, access along some portions of affected roadways may be limited. 
The CTMP would be prepared in accordance with all applicable requirements of the City of Lake Elsinore, 
encroachment permit conditions, and applicable plans, ordinances, and policies. EVMWD would submit 
the CTMP to the City of Lake Elsinore for review, comment, and approval. The CTMP may include, but 
not be limited to, provisions for the following: 

• Attempt to schedule the timing and duration of work to avoid the peak commuter hours of 7:00 
to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.; 

• Implementing standard safety practices, including installing appropriate barriers between work 
zones and transportation facilities, placement of appropriate signage, and use of traffic control 
devices; 

• Protecting traffic by using flaggers, warning signs, lights, and barricades to guide vehicles 
through or around construction zones; 

• Restoring roadway capacity to the extent feasible during hours when construction activities are 
not occurring, which could include the use of road plates or temporary paving; 

• Implementing construction schedules and techniques that minimize roadway closures, including 
the number of cross streets and side streets that may be blocked or otherwise impacted by 
construction activities; 

• Providing detours for cyclists and pedestrians when bike lanes or sidewalks must be closed; 

• Coordinating with local schools prior to construction within close proximity of school property to 
ensure entryways are not blocked during peak drop off and pick up times;  

• Notifying emergency response providers of road closures at least one week prior to closures and 
include the location, date, time, and duration of the closure;  

• Coordinating with the City of Lake Elsinore to maintain adequate emergency evacuation routes; 
and 
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• Abiding by encroachment permit conditions, which shall supersede conflicting provisions in the 
CTMP. 

Fire Safety  

To minimize the risk of losses resulting from wildfire, the following measures would be implemented 
during construction of the Project: 

• Construction within areas of dense foliage during dry conditions will be avoided, when feasible. 

• In cases where avoidance is not feasible, brush fire prevention and management practices will 
be incorporated. Specifics of the brush management program will be incorporated into project 
construction documents. 

Notice to Residents, Businesses, and Schools 

EVMWD will provide notice to property owners and residents to the proposed pipeline alignments at 
least one week prior to the start of construction. Notices would include an anticipated construction 
schedule and description of anticipated construction activities and their expected duration in addition to 
any other pertinent information. 

2.6 Surrounding Land Uses  

Land uses in the vicinity of the proposed Project include residential, commercial, schools, parks, and 
undeveloped land mainly within the Avenues neighborhood in the City of Lake Elsinore (see Figures 3a 
and 3b, Representative Site Photos). As noted above, the proposed sewer pipelines would be mainly 
located within existing roads, as well as disturbed areas surrounded by development.  
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3.0 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected  
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

☐ Air Quality 

☒ Biological Resources ☒ Cultural Resources  ☐ Energy  

☒ Geology and Soils ☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐ Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

☐ Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

☒ Land Use and Planning ☐ Mineral Resources 

☐ Noise ☐ Population and Housing ☐ Public Services 

☐ Recreation ☐ Transportation ☒ Tribal Cultural Resources 

☐ Utilities and Service 
Systems 

☐ Wildfire ☒ Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
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4.0 Environmental Initial Study Checklist  
The lead agency has defined the column headings in the environmental checklist as follows: 

A. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may 
be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required. 

B. “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the inclusion of mitigation 
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant 
Impact.” All mitigation measures are described, including a brief explanation of how the 
measures reduce the effect to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures from earlier 
analyses may be cross-referenced.  

C. “Less Than Significant Impact” applies where the project does not create an impact that exceeds 
a stated significance threshold. 

D. “No Impact” applies where a project does not create an impact in that category. “No Impact” 
answers do not require an explanation if they are adequately supported by the information 
sources cited by the lead agency which show that the impact simply does not apply to projects 
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer 
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards 
(e.g., the project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project specific 
screening analysis). 

The explanation of each issue identifies the significance criteria or threshold used to evaluate each 
question; and the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration [CEQA Guidelines Section 
15063(c)(3)(D)]. Where appropriate, the discussion identifies the following: 

a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identifies where earlier analyses are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identifies which effects from the checklist were within the scope 
of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 
states whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated,” 
describes the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 
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I. Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, 
would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of public views of the site and 
its surroundings? (Public views are those that are 
experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the 
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict 
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing 
scenic quality?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

No Impact. Scenic vistas in the Project vicinity include views of surrounding mountain ridgelines and 
Lake Elsinore; however, these views in the Project site are partially obstructed by existing development 
(City 2011a). During construction, equipment would be visible in the Project area but would be located 
there temporarily and removed upon completion of construction. The proposed Project would install 
sewer infrastructure, which would be located entirely underground after construction activities are 
complete. Therefore, no permanent changes to scenic vistas would occur due to the Project. No impact 
would occur. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

No Impact. There are no designated state scenic highways with visibility to the Project site; however, 
Interstate- (I-)15 is an eligible state scenic highway and located approximately 0.25 miles from the 
Project site (Caltrans 2019). As discussed in item I.a, permanent Project components would be located 
underground and construction activities that would occur above ground would be temporary in nature. 
Thus, the Project would not result in damage to scenic resources in a state scenic highway and no 
impact would occur. 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views 
of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly 
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accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Public Resources Code 21071 defines the term “urbanized area” for the 
purpose of CEQA to mean an incorporated city that has a population of at least 100,000 persons or has a 
population of less than 100,000 persons if the population of that city and not more than two contiguous 
incorporated cities combined equals at least 100,000 persons. U.S. Census Bureau data from 2021 
indicates that the City has a population of 71,563 and the adjacent City of Wildomar has a population of 
37,189 (U.S. Census Bureau 2021). The Project site is within an urbanized area and therefore, is 
evaluated relative to applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. 

No regulations govern the visual character of the Project, as it would exist underground upon the 
completion of construction. The Project would not conflict with zoning or scenic quality regulations. 
Construction equipment may be visible temporarily while the Project is constructed; however, once 
construction is complete, roadways would be repaved, and any disturbance to residences as a result of 
abandoning the septic tanks would be restored. Impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed Project would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 
7:00 p.m. in accordance with Lake Elsinore Municipal Code (LEMC) Section 17.176.080.F.1. Since 
construction would occur during daylight hours and no major light sources would be required for Project 
operation, no permanent new sources of light would be introduced by the Project. Once operational, 
Project components would be located underground and would not be a source of glare. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 

II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 

of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, 
to non-agricultural use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code 
Section 51104(g))? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 
of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of 
forest land to non- forest use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact. According to the California Important Farmland Finder, the majority of the Project site is 
designated as Urban and Built-up Land with small areas of Other Land (California Department of 
Conservation [DOC] 2018). The Project would occur primarily within existing roadway ROW and would 
not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-
agricultural use. No Williamson Act lands occur within the City and would therefore not be in conflict 
with the Project (City 2011b). No impact would occur. 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

No Impact. The Project site consists of developed roadways and properties zoned for residential and 
commercial use. No forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production is present 
within the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not result in rezoning of these uses or the 
conversion of forest land to a non-forest use. No impact would occur. 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? 

No Impact. As discussed in items II.a through d above, the Project site does not contain agricultural or 
forest land uses. The Project would not result in conversion of these uses and no impact would occur.  
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III. Air Quality  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management district or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 

    

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- 
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment prepared 
by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2022a), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix A. 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is responsible for implementing emissions standards 
and other requirements of federal and state laws in the SCAB. As required by the California Clean Air 
Act, the SCAQMD has responded to the requirement to decrease emissions by preparing a sequence of 
Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs). On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, 
which represents a comprehensive analysis of emissions, meteorology, atmospheric chemistry, regional 
growth projections, and the impact of existing control measures. The plan seeks to achieve multiple 
goals in partnership with other entities promoting reductions in criteria pollutant, greenhouse gases 
(GHGs), and toxic risk, as well as efficiencies in energy use, transportation, and goods movement 
(SCAQMD 2017). The AQMP is incorporated into the State Implementation Plan, which is subsequently 
submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the regional planning agency for Los 
Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties, and addresses regional 
issues relating to transportation, economy, community development, and environment. With regard to 
air quality planning, SCAG has prepared the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS), a long-range transportation plan that uses growth forecasts to Project trends out 
over a 20-year period to identify regional transportation strategies to address mobility needs. These 
growth forecasts form the basis for the land use and transportation control portions of the AQMP. These 
documents are utilized in the preparation of the air quality forecasts and consistency analysis included 
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in the AQMP. Both the RTP/SCS and AQMP are based, in part, on projections originating with County 
and City General Plans.1  

The two principal criteria for determining conformance to the AQMP are:  

1. Whether the project would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air 
quality violations; cause or contribute to new violations; or delay timely attainment of air quality 
standards; and 

2. Whether the project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP. 

With respect to the first criterion, as demonstrated in item III. B below, the Project would not generate 
short-term or long-term emissions that could potentially cause an increase in the frequency or severity 
of existing air quality violations; cause or contribute to new violations; or delay timely attainment of air 
quality standards.  

With respect to the second criterion, the proposed Project is installing a sewer system and 
decommissioning a septic system. The Project would not result in population or employment increases 
and, therefore, would not exceed the growth projection assumptions in the AQMP. In addition, the 
construction workers that would construct the Project would be recruited from the local pool of labor 
and would not create employment growth exceeding growth estimates for the area. The proposed 
infrastructure improvements would serve existing residences and would not create conditions for the 
creation of new housing, which would thereby induce population growth. 

Because the Project is consistent with the growth assumptions used in developing the AQMP, pursuant 
to SCAQMD guidelines, the proposed Project is considered consistent with the region’s AQMP. As such, 
Project-related emissions are accounted for in the AQMP, which is crafted to bring the basin into 
attainment for all criteria pollutants. Accordingly, the proposed Project would be consistent with the 
emissions projections in the AQMP. Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non- attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would generate criteria pollutants in the short-term during 
construction. Once construction activity is complete, the Project components would be sealed pipelines, 
which would be located underground and operate passively. Therefore, the Project would not result in 
the emission of air pollutants during Project operation. To determine whether a project would result in 
emissions that would violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, a project’s emissions are evaluated based on the quantitative emission 
thresholds established by the SCAQMD. 

The Project’s construction emissions were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod), Version 2020.4.0 (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association [CAPCOA] 2021). 
CalEEMod is a computer model used to estimate air pollutant emissions resulting from construction and 
operation of land development projects throughout the state of California. CalEEMod was developed by 
CAPCOA with the input of several air quality management and pollution control districts.  

 
1  SCAG serves as the federally designated metropolitan planning organization for the southern California region. 
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To be conservative, construction emission calculations did not assume the implementation of standard 
dust control measures as required by SCAQMD Rule 403, including watering two times daily during 
grading, ensuring that all exposed surfaces maintain a minimum soil moisture of 12 percent, and limiting 
vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. Implementation of these measures would further 
decrease emissions of PM10 and PM2.5. Project-specific input was based on general Project information, 
assumptions provided by the Project engineers, and default model settings to estimate reasonably 
conservative conditions. Construction was assumed to occur over 18 months, commencing in January 
2024, and include all equipment presented in Table 1 for two construction crews operating 
simultaneously. The results of the calculations for Project construction are shown in Table 2, Maximum 
Daily Construction Emissions. The data are presented as the maximum anticipated daily emissions for 
comparison with the SCAQMD thresholds.  

Table 2 
MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Phase VOC 
(lbs/day) 

NOX 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

SO2 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

PM2.5 

(lbs/day) 
Trenching 0.7 6.2 11.3 <0.1 0.4 0.3 
Pipeline Installation 2.4 20.9 21.2 0.1 0.9 0.8 
Paving 0.7 7.0 9.8 <0.1 0.5 0.4 
Maximum Daily Emissions  3.8 34.1 42.3 0.1 1.8 1.5 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod; HELIX 2022a; SCAQMD 2019 
lbs/day = pounds per day; VOC = volatile organic compound; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide;  
SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = fine particulate 
matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 

 
As shown in Table 2, the Project’s construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds and 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant. As described 
previously, the Project would consist of passive pipelines after construction and would not result in 
operational emissions of criteria pollutants. Impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others 
due to the types of population groups or activities involved and are referred to as sensitive receptors. 
Examples of these sensitive receptors are residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare centers. The 
Project site is located in a residential area with sensitive receptors located throughout the Project site, 
directly adjacent to where construction activities would occur. Railroad Canyon Elementary School is 
also located adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Project area. 

Criteria Pollutants 

The localized effects from the on-site portion of daily construction emissions were evaluated at sensitive 
receptor locations potentially impacted by the Project according to the SCAQMD’s Localized Significance 
Thresholds (LSTs) method (SCAQMD 2009). LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that 
will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard; they are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each 
source receptor area (SRA). The LST methodology is recommended to be limited to projects of five acres 
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or less and to avoid the need for complex dispersion modeling. For projects that exceed 5 acres, such as 
the proposed 99-acre Project, the 5-acre LST look-up values can be used as a screening tool to 
determine which pollutants require detailed analysis. This approach is conservative as it assumes that all 
on-site emissions would occur within a 5-acre area and over-predicts potential localized impacts (i.e., 
more pollutant emissions occurring within a smaller area and within closer proximity to potential 
sensitive receptors). If a project exceeds the LST look up values, then the SCAQMD recommends that 
project-specific localized air quality modeling be performed. 

The Project is in SRA 25, Lake Elsinore, and sensitive receptors are located within 25 meters of the 
Project site. Therefore, the LSTs being applied to the Project are based on SRA 25, receptors located 
within 25 meters, and a disturbed area not to exceed 5 acres. Consistent with the LST guidelines, when 
quantifying mass emissions for localized analysis, only emissions that occur on-site are considered. 
Emissions related to off-site delivery/haul truck activity and construction worker trips are not 
considered in the evaluation of construction-related localized impacts, as these do not contribute to 
emissions generated on a project site. Table 3, Maximum Localized Daily Construction Emissions, 
presents the maximum anticipated daily on-site emissions for comparison with the applicable LSTs.  

Table 3 
MAXIMUM LOCALIZED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Phase NOX 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

PM2.5 
(lbs/day) 

Trenching 6.2 11.0 0.3 0.3 
Pipeline Installation 20.9 21.2 0.9 0.8 
Paving 7.0 9.5 0.4 0.3 
Maximum Daily Emissions  34.1 41.7 1.5 1.4 
SCAQMD LST 371 1,965 13 8 
Significant Impact? No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod; HELIX 2022a; SCAQMD 2009 
lbs/day = pounds per day; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = respirable particulate matter 
with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less;  
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District; LST = Localized Significance Threshold 

 
As shown in Table 3, localized emissions for all criteria pollutants would remain below their respective 
SCAQMD LSTs and impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an 
increase in deaths or in serious illness, or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. 
Diesel engines emit a complex mixture of air pollutants, including both gaseous and solid material. The 
solid material in diesel exhaust is known as diesel particulate matter (DPM). In 1998, the California Air 
Resource Board (CARB) identified DPM as a TAC based on published evidence of a relationship between 
diesel exhaust exposure and lung cancer and other adverse health effects (CARB 2022).  

Construction of the Project would result in the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, haul trucks, 
and construction worker vehicles. These vehicles and equipment could generate DPM, which is a TAC. 
Generation of DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a localized area (e.g., near locations 
with multiple pieces of heavy construction equipment working in close proximity) for a short period of 
time. Because construction activities and subsequent emissions vary depending on the phase of 
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construction, the construction-related emissions to which nearby receptors are exposed to would also 
vary throughout the construction period. Concentrations of DPM emissions are typically reduced by 
70 percent at approximately 500 feet (CARB 2005).  

The dose of TACs to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. 
Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance in the environment and the extent of exposure a 
person has with the substance; a longer exposure period to a fixed amount of emissions would result in 
higher health risks. Current models and methodologies for conducting cancer health risk assessments 
are associated with longer-term exposure periods (typically 30 years for individual residents based on 
guidance from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment [OEHHA]) and are best suited for 
evaluation of long duration TAC emissions with predictable schedules and locations. These assessment 
models and methodologies do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of 
construction activities. Cancer potency factors are based on animal lifetime studies or worker studies 
where there is long-term exposure to the carcinogenic agent. There is considerable uncertainty in trying 
to evaluate the cancer risk from projects that will only last a small fraction of a lifetime (OEHHA 2015). 
Considering this information, the relatively short duration of construction activities, and the fact that 
any concentrated use of heavy construction equipment would occur at various locations throughout the 
Project site only for short durations, construction of the Project would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial DPM concentrations. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number 
of people? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project could produce odors during proposed construction activities 
resulting from heavy diesel equipment exhaust and application of asphalt; however, standard 
construction practices would minimize the odor emissions and their associated impacts. The increase of 
construction odors would be minimal, as vehicle exhaust is already prevalent in the area due to its 
proximity to I-15. Furthermore, any odors emitted during construction would be temporary, short-term, 
and intermittent in nature, and would cease upon the completion of construction. Therefore, odor 
impacts from construction of the Project would be less than significant due to the duration of exposure.  

The Project proposes the installation of sewer infrastructure and the decommissioning of septic tanks. 
While wastewater has the potential to generate odors, the proposed sewer pipelines would be sealed 
underground and would not result in the emission of odors related to the transport of wastewater. 
Therefore, long-term operation of the Project would not result in a change to existing odors in the 
Project vicinity, and there would be no impact. 
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IV. Biological Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Biological Resources Report prepared by HELIX Environmental 
Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2022b), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix B. The Biological Resources 
Report included a general biological survey, literature review, and preliminary jurisdictional delineation. 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site is currently developed, with 
residential homes dominating the built landscape. The undeveloped areas within the Project area are 
mostly disturbed by regular mowing and disking. Six land cover or habitat types occur within the Project 
area: brittlebush shrub (including disturbed), common and giant reed marshes (Arundo donax stand), 
cattail marsh (disturbed wetland), disturbed habitat, non-native vegetation, and developed land. Cattail 
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marsh comprises 0.02 acres of the site and is the only sensitive natural community that occurs within 
the Project area. No special-status plant species were identified at the Project site. Table 4, Existing 
Vegetation Habitat and Land Uses in Study Area, lists the type and size of each habitat found within the 
Project site. 

Table 4 
EXISTING VEGETATION HABITAT AND LAND USES IN STUDY AREA 

MCV Habitat Name Oberbauer Classification Size (acres)1 
Brittlebush scrub Riversidian sage scrub 1.3 
Brittlebush scrub -disturbed Riversidian sage scrub-disturbed 0.2 
Common and Giant Reed Marshes Non-native Riparian 0.04 
Cattail Marsh Disturbed Wetland 0.02 
Non-native Vegetation Non Native Woodland 0.3 
Disturbed Habitat Disturbed Habitat 25.3 
Developed Land Developed Land 71.5 
 Total 98.67 

Source: HELIX 2022b; Holland 1986; Oberbauer 2008 
1 Upland habitats are rounded to the nearest 0.1 acre and wetland/riparian habitats to the nearest 

0.01 acre; thus, totals reflect rounding. 
MCV = Manual of California Vegetation 

 
No special-status animal species were observed on the Project site during the general biological survey. 
A total of 57 species comprised of 8 invertebrates, 2 fish, 14 amphibians and reptiles, 20 birds, and 13 
mammals were evaluated for the potential to occur in the study area. Fifteen of the species evaluated 
have low potential to occur in the study area. The remainder of the animal species do not have the 
potential to occur on-site due to a lack of suitable habitat and residential development on the site.  

One state listed species, bald eagle, is known to forage at Lake Elsinore but is not known to nest in the 
vicinity. The Project site is approximately one-half mile from Lake Elsinore. The species may use trees 
within the Project area for temporary roosting but is unlikely to remain due to the high disturbance from 
human activities. 

Portions of the Project site include marginal nesting habitat (e.g., trees, shrubs, structures) for several 
common bird species, including raptors, protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and 
California Fish and Game Code (CFG Code). Construction of the proposed Project could result in the 
removal or trimming of trees and other vegetation during the general bird nesting season (January 15 
through September 15) and, therefore, could result in impacts to nesting birds in violation of the MBTA 
and CFG Code. Direct impacts could occur as a result of the removal of vegetation supporting an active 
nest. Indirect effects could occur as a result of construction noise in the immediate vicinity of 
undeveloped areas supporting an active bird nest, such that the disturbance results in nest 
abandonment or nest failure. These impacts would be considered potentially significant. Mitigation 
measure Bio-1 would require the avoidance of nesting birds and raptors during the breeding season, 
either by constructing the Project outside of the breeding season or conducting nesting bird surveys to 
assess whether nesting birds are present and avoiding them. Implementation of this measure would 
reduce potentially significant impacts on nesting birds and raptors to a less than significant level. 

Burrowing owl have low potential to occur in the disturbed habitat that occurs along East Lakeshore 
Drive, and in the disturbed habitat along the northern border of the study area. Ground disturbance 
within 500 feet (150 meters) of an active burrow during the breeding season (February 1 through 
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August 31) or within 165 feet (50 meters) of an active burrow outside the breeding season could result 
in impacts to burrowing owl in violation of the MBTA and CFG Code. Direct impacts could occur from 
ground disturbance at a burrow. Indirect impacts could occur as a result of construction noise in the 
immediate vicinity as described above, such that the disturbance results in nest/burrow abandonment 
or nest failure. These impacts would be considered potentially significant. Mitigation measure Bio-2 
would require the avoidance of burrowing owls during the breeding season, either by constructing the 
Project outside of the breeding season or conducting surveys to assess whether burrowing owls are 
present and avoiding them. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

Coastal California gnatcatcher (CAGN) utilize sage scrub habitat with California sagebrush as a dominant 
or co-dominant species. The sage scrub (Brittlebush scrub) occurring on the eastern side of the study 
Area and on the slopes to the north are dominated by brittlebush and lacks a California sagebrush 
component. Since the Project does not propose direct impacts to brittlebush scrub and the brittlebush 
scrub is not likely to support CAGN, the Project would not directly or indirectly adversely affect CAGN. 

Project construction has the potential to result in significant impacts to nesting birds protected under 
the MBTA and CFG Code. However, these impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with 
implementation of mitigation measures Bio-1 and Bio-2. The Project would have no impact on any other 
special-status plant and animal species due to the lack of suitable habitat on the site and regular 
disturbance.  

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Irrigation runoff from residential development in 
the Project area has resulted in the formation of small stands of riparian vegetation comprised of cattail 
marsh and common and giant reed marsh. The Project does not propose impacts on riparian habitat and 
sensitive natural communities, as the Project impacts are currently proposed to occur within the existing 
roadways and residential developments. However, there is potential for indirect impacts to occur to 
cattail marsh and/or common and giant reed marsh as these habitats occur adjacent to the road ROW. 
These habitats are small in size and could be avoided by a minor adjustment in staging areas, spoil piles, 
and similar Project adjustments. If construction activities are limited to existing disturbed habitats and 
developed land, no impacts to cattail marsh, common and giant reed marsh, and the small drainages 
would occur. However, if Project construction extends to these areas, impacts would be potentially 
significant. Mitigation measure Bio-3 would require the purchase of mitigation credits or the installation 
of on-site habitat restoration if direct impacts to riparian habitats or drainages occur. Implementation of 
this measure would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

As described in Section 2.5, EVMWD would implement BMPs from the required SWPPP for the Project. If 
Project construction avoids direct impacts to sensitive resources, the required implementation of BMPs 
in the SWPPP would prevent indirect impacts to off-site sensitive resources and on-site riparian habitats. 
However, if direct impacts are proposed to occur to sensitive resources implementation of mitigation 
measure Bio-3 would be required and would result in less than significant impacts to riparian habitat. 
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project area includes several natural stream courses along the north 
side of the site that either dissipate naturally or flow into culverts under the residential development. 
Irrigation runoff from the development has resulted in the formation of small stands of riparian 
vegetation comprised of cattail marsh and common and giant reed marsh. Additionally, there is a 
drainage course in the southwestern portion of the Project area that originates west of High Street and 
flows into a culvert under Lakeshore Avenue. These features are supported by irrigation runoff from the 
residential areas and occur within disturbed areas; therefore, they are not considered federal wetlands. 
The Project would have no direct impact on federally protected wetlands given that none occur on the 
Project site. As described in item III.b, EVMWD will implement BMPs during construction, which would 
prevent any impacts to off-site federally protected wetlands (i.e., Project runoff will not impact Lake 
Elsinore). Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

No Impact. Wildlife corridors connect isolated habitat and allow movement or dispersal of plant 
materials and animals. Local wildlife corridors allow access to resources such as food, water, and shelter 
within the framework of the wildlife’s daily routine and life history. Many linkages occur as stepping-
stone linkages that are made up of a fragmented archipelago arrangement of habitat over a linear 
distance. The Project site does not function as a wildlife corridor in its current condition, although birds 
may use trees on-site. The Project site is developed with residential land uses. Interference with wildlife 
movement or nursery sites would not occur, as wildlife using the area are subject to noise and other 
impacts related to residential development. The Project’s above ground activities would be temporary in 
nature and limited to the time frame of construction. No impact would occur. 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

No Impact. Tree removal, if required, may occur within the ornamental vegetation on the residential 
lots within the Project site. The City tree ordinance does not apply to residential ornamental trees with 
the potential exception of mature palm trees. The Project will not result in the removal of native trees or 
mature palms. The Project would not conflict with any City policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, and no impact would occur.  

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site is within the Elsinore Area Plan of 
the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), and partially within Subunit 
3: Elsinore and criteria cells 4740 and 4742 (Dudek and Associates 2003). The Project site has not been 
identified for conservation or preserve configuration in the MSHCP. Lands to the south, along the San 
Jacinto River inlet to Lake Elsinore, are targeted for conservation under the MSHCP but are outside of 
the Project site.  
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MSHCP Cell Conservation Criteria 

The Project area includes approximately 1.6 acres, comprised of 0.9 acre of disturbed habitat and 
0.7 acre of developed land that includes Lakeshore Drive and adjacent land to the north, in the 
northeast corner of Cell 4740. The targeted conservation for Cell 4740 includes 70 to 80 percent of the 
southeastern portion of the cell comprised of grassland habitat associated with the San Jacinto River. 
The targeted conservation area does not occur within the Project area. 

The Project area includes approximately 26 acres, comprised of eight acres of disturbed habitat and 
18 acres of developed land, in the northeast portion of Cell 4742. The land uses for this area include 
Lakeshore Drive and an adjacent area to the north. Targeted conservation for Cell 4742 is for 30 to 
40 percent of the cell focusing on the southern portion of the cell, which is comprised of grassland 
habitat associated with the San Jacinto River. The Project site does not include grassland habitat that 
would be targeted for conservation. 

MSHCP Plant Survey Requirements 

The Project area is within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species (NEPS) Survey Area and within Criteria Area 
Species (CAS) Survey Area for sensitive plant species. The target NEPS plants are Munz’s onion (Allium 
munzii), San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumilla), Many-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis), 
spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis), California orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica), Hammitt’s clay-
cress (Sibaropsis hammittii), and Wright's trichocoronis (Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii). The target 
CAS plant species are San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior), Parish's brittlescale 
(Atriplex parishii), Davidson’s saltscale (Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii), Thread-leaved brodiaea 
(Brodiaea filifolia), Round-leaved filaree (Filaree macrophylla), Smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens 
laevis), Coulter's goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. Coulteri), and Little mousetail (Myosurus minimus).  

Potential habitat for the NEPS and CAS species occurs in the disturbed habitat, cattail marsh, and 
common and giant reed marsh habitats along the north side of Lakeshore Drive and in the disturbed 
habitat and brittlebush scrub located in the northern portion of the Project area. These areas with the 
potential to support sensitive plants are not within the Project’s proposed impact area. Impacts to the 
vegetated area are proposed to be restricted to ornamental vegetation within the residential lots.  

Additionally, the CAS survey area is limited to approximately 25 acres along Lakeshore Drive, and the 
NEPS survey area is limited to approximately five acres of disturbed habitat within the western end of 
the Project area. Impacts to NEPS and CAS plant species would not occur as habitat with the potential to 
support these species would not be impacted by the Project. The MSHCP provides that 90 percent of the 
population of NEPS or CAS plants (if present) that has long-term conservation value is to be avoided. The 
habitat along Lakeshore Drive that is within the NEPS and/or CAS survey areas does not represent 
habitat with long-term conservation value due to the high level of surrounding development and regular 
impact from human activities.  

MSHCP Animal Survey Requirements 

The Project area is within the survey area for burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia). The MSHCP requires 
that burrowing owl surveys be conducted and impact to burrowing owls be avoided. Implementation of 
mitigation measure Bio-2 would be consistent with the MSHCP requirements and would result in the 
Project avoiding impacts to burrowing owl. Thus, the Project would not conflict with the burrowing owl 
requirements of the MSHCP.  
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Additional MSHCP Requirements 

The MSHCP requires a project with impacts to riparian or riverine resources to provide a determination 
of equivalent or superior preservation (DBESP) to document how the project will mitigate potential 
impacts to those resources. The Project is designed to avoid impacts to riparian and riverine resources 
and, therefore, would not conflict with the MSHCP. If the Project is unable to avoid impacts to riparian 
habitat, EVMWD would be required to prepare a DBESP for approval by the Regional Conservation 
Authority. 

Implementation of mitigation measure Bio-2 would prevent impacts to burrowing owl, as required by 
the MSHCP. The Project site is not identified for conservation by the MSHCP and Project activities would 
not result in other impacts to biological resources protected by the MSHCP. With implementation of 
mitigation measure Bio-2, the Project would not conflict with the MSHCP and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation 

Potential impacts associated with nesting birds, burrowing owls, and riparian habitat would be reduced 
to less than significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures Bio-1 through Bio-3, 
described below. 

Bio-1 Avoidance of Nesting Birds and Raptors. To prevent direct impacts to nesting birds, including 
raptors, protected under the federal MBTA and CFG Code, the following measures shall be 
implemented:  

Project activities requiring the removal and/or trimming of vegetation suitable for nesting birds 
shall occur outside of the general bird breeding season (January 15 to September 15) to the 
extent feasible. If the activities cannot avoid the general bird breeding season, a qualified 
biologist shall be retained to conduct a pre-activity nesting bird survey within seven days prior 
to the activities to confirm the presence or absence of active bird nests. If no active bird nests 
are found by the qualified biologist, then the activities shall proceed with the reassurance that 
no violation of the MBTA and CFG Code would occur. If an active bird nest is found by the 
qualified biologist, then vegetation removal and/or trimming activities at the nest location shall 
not be allowed to occur until the qualified biologist has determined that the nest is no longer 
active. Avoidance buffers should start at 300 feet for passerine birds and 500 feet for raptors. 
However, buffers could be reduced at the discretion of the qualified biologist depending on the 
bird species and Project activities required in the vicinity of the active nest. 

Bio-2 Avoidance of Burrowing Owl. To prevent direct and indirect impacts to burrowing owl, the 
following measures shall be implemented: 

Burrowing owl surveys shall be conducted in accordance with California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) staff report guidelines (CDFW 2012). This consists of a habitat assessment and 
burrow survey, along with a four-visit focused burrowing owl survey. The initial assessment 
indicates that burrowing owl habitat does occur in the study area, but burrows suitable for 
burrowing were not observed. If the focused burrow survey indicates that burrows suitable for 
burrowing owl are not present, then potential burrowing owl habitat does not occur, and 
focused burrowing owl surveys are not required. If suitable burrows are observed, then focused 
burrowing owl surveys will be conducted per CDFW protocol. If potential burrowing owl habitat 
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is determined to be present, pre-construction surveys will also be conducted. Per the CDFW 
protocol, two pre-construction surveys will occur, one within 14 days prior to the start of ground 
disturbance activities and a second within 24 hours of the start of ground disturbance. 

If burrowing owls are observed, the CDFW will be notified. No work shall occur within 500 feet 
(150 meters) of the active burrow during the breeding season from February 1 to August 31 or 
within 165 feet (50 meters) during the non-breeding season without first consulting with CDFW. 
If work is required to be conducted within these limits a minimization, avoidance, and exclusion 
plan is to be submitted to CDFW. The plan should include measures such as sound and visual 
barriers, work timing, biological monitoring, and if needed, temporary exclusion methods.  

Bio-3 Riparian Habitat Avoidance and Mitigation. If direct impacts are proposed for any riparian 
habitats or drainages, the Project will seek permits from the applicable regulatory agencies that 
may include one or all of the following: CDFW, SARWQCB, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
Mitigation for impacts is proposed to occur at a minimum replacement ratio of 1:1 for riparian 
habitat, with the final mitigation ratio being determined during the permitting process with the 
applicable agencies. Mitigation would be accomplished by purchase of credits from a mitigation 
bank or onsite habitat restoration. If impacts to riparian habitats and drainages are avoided, 
then no mitigation would be required. 

V. Cultural Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Cultural Resources Survey prepared by HELIX Environmental 
Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2022c), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix C. The Cultural Resources Survey 
included a records search, Sacred Lands File search, Native American outreach, a review of historic aerial 
photographs and maps, and a pedestrian survey. 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. HELIX staff requested a record search of the 
California Historical Resources Information System from the Eastern Information Center (EIC) on August 
3, 2022, which was received on September 3, 2022. The records search covered a half-mile radius 
around the Project area and included the identification of previously recorded cultural resources and 
locations and citations for previous cultural resources studies. A review of the California Historical 
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Resources and the state Office of Historic Preservation historic properties directories was also 
conducted.  

The EIC has a record of 123 previously recorded cultural resources within a half-mile radius of the 
Project, one of which is recorded within the Project area. Of the 123 recorded resources, 101 are 
historic built environment resources, most of which are elements of the Lake Elsinore Downtown 
Historic District, including homes, businesses, churches, community centers, a city park, and a train 
depot. Other historic era resources include the Brenneke Courts bungalow court; various other 
residential and commercial buildings ranging in date of construction between 1880 and 1930; three 
refuse scatters, one of which included foundations; and a bridge.  

The single resource documented within the Project area, P-33-007195, is a vernacular wood frame 
house constructed in 1924 and located at 1036 Park Way. The site record notes, “This wood frame 
house is most notable for its original mullioned windows and front door. Its architectural integrity is 
intact” (Borchard 1982). The record lists the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) code as 5, 
“recognized as historically significant by local government”. A field visit completed as part of the Cultural 
Resources Survey determined the house has been stuccoed and the front door and matching mullioned 
windows have been replaced. The palm trees noted on the site record also are no longer present. The 
house no longer retains its architectural integrity and is no longer considered a historic resource per the 
National Historic Preservation Act or CEQA.  

One milk glass cosmetic jar fragment was noted during the pedestrian survey; however, this single 
fragment is nondiagnostic and in a disturbed context. No other cultural material was observed. 

The people of Pechanga and Soboba have indicated that they consider Paayaxchi (Lake Elsinore) to be a 
highly significant cultural area, drawing its significance from the creation account, not merely from the 
numerous archaeological resources around the lake. The lake and nearby ‘Itengvu Wumowmu (Lake 
Elsinore Hot Springs) are tied directly to events that occurred during the creation of the world. Although 
Paayaxchi has not been formally evaluated for NRHP eligibility as a TCP, it appears to meet the criteria 
for eligibility under Criteria A, B, C, and D. Therefore, the Project has the potential to affect a TCP. 
Discussions with Pechanga and Soboba to assess potential Project effects are underway.  

No impacts to historic built environment historical resources/historic properties are anticipated from 
Project implementation; however, Paayaxchi appears to meet NRHP eligibility criteria and may be 
considered a historic resource. If it is determined that Paayaxchi is a historic resource, mitigation 
measures Cul-1 through Cul-9 would be required to address potentially significant impacts to this 
resource. With implementation of mitigation measures Cul-1 through Cul-9, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The records search discussed in item V.a did not 
identify archaeological resources within the proposed alignment. Therefore, no impacts to historic 
archaeological resources are anticipated to result from Project implementation. While no archaeological 
resources area anticipated to be impacted, the Project area is sensitive for cultural resources. 

HELIX contacted the NAHC on August 3, 2022 for a Sacred Lands File search and list of Native American 
contacts for the Project area. The NAHC indicated in a response dated September 12, 2022 that the 
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result was positive and recommended contacting Pechanga for further information. On September 20, 
2022, HELIX sent letters to the 26 Native American representatives and interested parties identified by 
the NAHC. To date, four responses have been received: both the Quechan Indian Tribe and the Agua 
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians indicated that they have no comments on the Project and defer to local 
tribes. Rincon indicated that, though they have no knowledge of specific cultural resources within the 
Project area, the Project location is within their Area of Historic Interest and the City is considered a TCP 
by Rincon. Pechanga also responded that the Project area is within “the heart of Our Ancestral 
Territory” and is within the boundary of a TCP. Further, there are Ancestral remains and reburial 
locations in proximity to the Project site. Pechanga believes the possibility for recovering sensitive 
subsurface resources during ground-disturbing activities is extremely high. 

As more responses are received, they will be forwarded to EVMWD and the SWRCB. Discussions with 
Pechanga and Soboba regarding the cultural significance and sensitivity of the Project area are in 
progress. EVMWD will undertake consultation with interested Tribes under AB 52, and the SWRCB will 
undertake Section 106 consultation with interested Tribes as well. Based on the sensitivity of the Project 
area, an archaeological monitoring program was recommended and would be required by mitigation 
measures Cul-1 through Cul-9. With implementation of mitigation measures Cul-1 through Cul-9, 
impacts to archaeological resources would be less than significant.  

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is not located within or near a formal cemetery and is not 
known to be located on a burial ground. Since the Project site is primarily developed, it is unlikely the 
Project would disturb any human remains during construction. However, Pechanga indicated that there 
are Ancestral remains and reburial locations in proximity to the Project site. Should human remains be 
uncovered during construction, the Project would comply with existing regulations, including California 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and the remains would be protected, analyzed, and preserved as 
required. In the event that the remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Most Likely 
Descendant, as identified by the NAHC, would be contacted in order to determine proper treatment and 
disposition of the remains in accordance with California Public Resources Code section 5097.98. 
Therefore, impacts to human remains would be less than significant. 

Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measures Cul-1 through Cul-9 would reduce potential impacts to 
archaeological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Cul-1 Monitor Ground-disturbing Activities. At least 30 days prior to grading, excavation and/or other 
ground-disturbing activities on the Project site, EVMWD shall retain a qualified archaeologist 
meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology and 
listed on the Register of Professional Archaeologists or the County of Riverside list of qualified 
archaeologists to monitor ground-disturbing activities. 

Cul-2 Tribal Monitoring Agreements. At least 30 days prior to grading, excavation, and/or other 
ground-disturbing activities EVMWD shall contact both the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 
and Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians to notify each Tribe of excavation activities and coordinate 
with the Tribes to develop Monitoring Agreements. The Agreements shall address the 
designation, responsibilities, and participation of Native American tribal monitors during 
excavation and other ground disturbing activities and construction scheduling. 
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Cul-3 Develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan. The Project Archaeologist, in consultation with 
the Monitoring Tribe(s) and EVMWD, shall develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan to 
address the details, timing and responsibility of archaeological and cultural activities that will 
occur on the Project site. Details in the Plan shall include: 

a. Project grading and development scheduling; 

b. The coordination of a monitoring schedule as agreed upon by the Monitoring 
Tribe(s), the Project archaeologist, and EVMWD; and 

c. The protocols and stipulations that EVMWD, the Monitoring Tribe(s) and the Project 
archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural resources discoveries, 
including newly discovered cultural resources. 

Cul-4 Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training. Prior to grading, excavation and/or other ground-
disturbing activities on the Project site, the Project archaeologist, and the Monitoring Tribe(s) 
shall conduct cultural resources sensitivity training for all construction personnel. Construction 
personnel shall be informed of the types of archaeological resources that may be encountered, 
and of the proper procedures to be enacted in the event of an inadvertent discovery of 
archaeological resources or human remains. EVMWD’s construction manager shall ensure that 
construction personnel are made available for and attend the training and shall retain 
documentation demonstrating attendance. 

Cul-5 Authority to Stop and Redirect Excavation. In accordance with the agreement required in Cul-2, 
the Project archaeologist and designated tribal monitor(s) assigned to the Project by the Luiseño 
Tribe(s) shall have the authority to stop and redirect excavation in order to evaluate the 
significance of archaeological resources discovered on the property. 

Cul-6 Evaluation of Discovered Artifacts. All artifacts discovered at the development site shall be 
inventoried and analyzed by the Project archaeologist and Native American monitor(s). If 
artifacts of Native American origin are discovered, activities in the immediate vicinity of the find 
(within a 50-foot radius) shall stop. The Project archaeologist and Native American monitor(s) 
shall analyze the Native American artifacts for identification as everyday life and/or religious or 
sacred items, cultural affiliation, temporal placement, and function, as deemed possible. The 
significance of Native American resources shall be evaluated in accordance with the provisions 
of CEQA and shall consider the religious beliefs, customs, and practices of the Luiseño tribes. All 
items found in association with Native American human remains shall be considered grave 
goods or sacred in origin and subject to special handling. 

Cul-7 Inadvertent Discovery of Resources. If inadvertent discoveries of subsurface 
archaeological/cultural resources are discovered during grading, EVMWD and the Project 
archaeologist with the Monitoring Tribes shall assess the significance of such resources and shall 
meet and confer regarding the mitigation for such resources. The determination as to the 
significance or the mitigation for such resources will be based on the provisions of CEQA and 
shall take into account the religious beliefs, customs, and practices of the Monitoring Tribes. 

Cul-8 Sacred Sites. All sacred sites, should they be encountered within the Project area, shall be 
avoided and preserved as the preferred mitigation, if feasible. 
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Cul-9 Final Archaeological Report. The Project archaeologist shall prepare a final archaeological 
report within 60 days of completion of the Project. The report shall follow Archaeological 
Resource Management Report Guidelines (California Office of Historic Preservation 1990) and 
EVMWD requirements and shall include at a minimum: a discussion of monitoring methods and 
techniques used, the results of the monitoring program including artifacts recovered, an 
inventory of resources recovered, updated Department of Parks and Recreation forms, if any, 
and any other site(s) identified, final disposition of the resources, and any additional 
recommendations. A final copy shall be submitted to EVMWD, the Eastern Information Center, 
and the Monitoring Tribe(s). 

VI. Energy 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due 
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project construction or 
operation?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency?  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 

consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the Project would consume energy, primarily in the form 
of the petroleum-based fuels (i.e., gasoline and diesel). Heavy-duty off-road construction equipment, 
haul trucks delivering and removing construction materials, and worker commute vehicles would 
consume these fuels. Project-related consumption of such energy resources for construction would be 
temporary, typical for this type of construction, and cease upon the completion of construction 
(estimated to last between 18 and 24 months). No inefficient or unnecessary construction methods are 
proposed such that excessive energy resources would be consumed during Project construction. During 
Project operation, no energy resources would be required since Project components would be passive 
infrastructure elements. Therefore, the Project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources and impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

No Impact. During construction, the construction contractor would be required to use equipment that 
complies with applicable regulations related to energy-efficient operations. The Project would not 
require energy during operation. Therefore, no conflicts with state or local plans for renewable energy 
or energy efficiency would occur. No impact would occur. 
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VII. Geology and Soils  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 

effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

    

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

iv. Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of 
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?  ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is not within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone (DOC 2022). 
However, the Glen Ivy North Fault, part of a County fault zone, is approximately 0.3 miles south of the 
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Project site (County 2022). Since no fault is located within the Project site, there is limited potential for 
ground rupture to occur. No people or structures would be adversely affected due to the Project in the 
event of ground rupture, as the Project would not create habitable structures. Impacts related to ground 
rupture would be less than significant. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the presence of the Glen Ivy North Fault 
and other regional faults, there is potential for strong ground shaking to occur at the Project. Since the 
Project would not result in habitable structures or a place of employment, there are no risks to people 
or structures related to ground shaking that would occur during Project operation. However, potential 
impacts to Project components may be significant. The Project components would be constructed in 
compliance with current codes and standards, which would reduce the potential for damage to Project 
component in the event of ground shaking. In addition, mitigation measure Geo-1 would require a 
geotechnical investigation be completed and Project-specific recommendations be incorporated in 
Project design and construction. With implementation of mitigation measure Geo-1, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Seismic ground shaking of relatively loose, granular 
soils that are saturated or submerged can cause underlying soils to liquefy and temporarily behave as a 
dense fluid. For liquefaction to occur, intense seismic shaking, the presence of loose granular soils prone 
to liquefaction, and the saturation of soils due to shallow groundwater need to occur simultaneously. 
The Project site is primarily located within a moderate liquefaction potential zone with a small portion of 
the site having low liquefaction potential (City 2011b). Project components may be affected in the event 
of liquefaction within the Project site. Compliance with applicable building codes and regulations in 
addition to mitigation measure Geo-1 would prevent adverse effects in the event of seismic related 
ground failure and impacts would be less than significant. 

iv. Landslides? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is generally flat; however, hillsides are located north and 
west of the site. The Project would not create slopes or other features that would contribute to 
landslide potential. In addition, no habitable structures would be created by the Project. After Project 
construction, all Project components would be located underground. Therefore, no adverse effects to 
the Project are anticipated to occur in the event of a landslide. Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project would increase the potential for 
erosion during construction due to the removal of stabilizing surfaces, excavation, and backfill. After 
completion of construction activities, these surfaces would be restabilized and there would be no 
change to erosion potential in the Project area. 

Short-term erosion and sedimentation impacts would be addressed through conformance with 
applicable elements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction 
General Permit and related City requirements, including the City grading and water quality ordinances. 
Specifically, this would include implementing an approved SWPPP, which would include BMPs. Project-
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specific BMPs, examples of which are provided in Section 2.5, would be determined during the SWPPP 
process based on site-specific characteristics (soils, slopes, etc.).Typical erosion and sediment control 
measures that may be required in the Project SWPPP include erosions control measures such as 
geotextiles, mats, fiber rolls, or soil binders; sediment controls such as silt fencing, fiber rolls, gravel 
bags, or other methods; compliance with dust control measures; and preparation and implementation 
of a Rain Event Action Plan. Other BMPs may be added during the SWPPP process to ensure the Project 
complies with applicable regulations. 

Based on implementation of appropriate erosion and sediment control BMPs as part of, and in 
conformance with, the Project SWPPP and related City and NPDES requirements, associated potential 
erosion and sedimentation impacts from implementation of the proposed Project would be less than 
significant. 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed above, the Project is in a moderate 
liquefaction potential zone and has the potential to be impacted by landslides. The potential for lateral 
spreading and subsidence is related to a site’s potential for liquefaction; therefore, there is potential for 
significant impacts related to lateral spreading and subsidence to occur at the Project site. Mitigation 
measure Geo-1 would require a Project-specific geotechnical investigation be conducted and any 
recommended measures be included in Project design and construction. Impacts related to soil 
instability would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measure Geo-1. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Expansive and corrosive soils are widely distributed 
throughout Riverside County and likely exist within the City (City 2011b). If expansive and corrosive soils 
are not addressed during Project construction, significant impacts to Project structures could occur. 
Implementation of mitigation measure Geo-1 would result in the identification of design and 
construction measures to avoid potential impacts related to expansive or corrosive soils. Adherence to 
mitigation measure Geo-1 would result in less than significant impacts. 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

No Impact. The Project would install sewer infrastructure where septic tanks are currently used for 
wastewater disposal. Existing septic tanks would be broken at the bottom and filled with sand to allow 
future drainage. Sewer installation would remove the need for septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal in the Project area. No impact would occur. 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site is primarily within an area of 
undetermined paleontological sensitivity with small areas at the edge of the site being area of low 
paleontological sensitivity (City 2011a). In accordance with City General Plan Policy 8.1, a certified 
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paleontologist was hired to review the Project site and determine the relevant treatment measures 
(Material Culture Consulting 2022; Appendix D).  

The Project area is mapped as late Holocene-age very young lacustrine deposits, Holocene- and late 
Pleistocene-age young alluvial-fan deposits, and Mesozoic-age quartz-rich rocks. Artificial fill is not 
mapped in the Project area but may be encountered within previously disturbed areas of the Project 
site. The records search indicated one fossil has been found in the Project vicinity, approximately one 
mile outside of the Project site. The potential for encountering significant paleontological resources 
within the Project area is considered low where late Holocene-age very young lacustrine deposits or 
Holocene- and late Pleistocene-age young alluvial- fan deposits are present at the surface or in the 
subsurface. However, moderate potential for encountering paleontological resources occurs where 
these sediments may overlie older, more paleontologically sensitive sediments. Therefore, potentially 
significant impacts to paleontological resources may occur. 

If Project construction extends to these depths, impacts to paleontological resources would be 
potentially significant. Mitigation measure Geo-2 requires the preparation of a paleontological resources 
management plan (PRMP) prior to the start of construction. Implementation of the PRMP outlined in 
this measure would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure Geo-1 would reduce potential seismic and geologic hazards to a 
less-than-significant level. Implementation of mitigation measure Geo-2 would reduce potential impacts 
to paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Geo-1 Geotechnical Investigation. A geotechnical investigation shall be completed for the Project prior 
to final Project design and construction. The investigation shall identify site-specific criteria 
related to considerations such as grading, excavation, fill, and pipeline design. All applicable 
results and recommendations from the geotechnical investigation shall be incorporated into the 
final Project design and construction documents to address identified potential geologic and soil 
hazards, including but not necessarily limited to: (1) seismic hazards including ground rupture, 
ground acceleration (ground shaking), soil liquefaction (and related issues such as dynamic 
settlement and lateral spreading), and landslides/slope instability; and (2) non-seismic hazards 
including manufactured slope instability, subsidence/compressible soils, expansive or corrosive 
soils, and trench/excavation instability. The final Project design and construction documents 
shall also encompass applicable standard design and construction practices from established 
regulatory/ industry sources including the California Building Code, International Building Code, 
California Geological Survey, Greenbook and EVMWD standards, as well as the 
results/recommendations of geotechnical review and field observations/testing to be conducted 
during Project excavation, grading and construction activities (with all related requirements to 
be included in applicable engineering/design drawings and construction contract specifications).  

Geo-2 Paleontological Resources Management Plan. Prior to the start of construction, EVMWD shall 
hire a certified paleontologist to prepare a PRMP. The Project’s PRMP shall include the following 
procedures:  

• Paleontological spot checks during ground-disturbing activities within late Holocene-
age very young lacustrine deposits (Ql) and Holocene- and late Pleistocene-age 
young alluvial-fan deposits (Qyf), in order to identify if moderate sensitivity 
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Pleistocene-age sediments are being impacted. If sensitive sediments are observed, 
then paleontological monitoring will continue on a full-time basis in those areas. 

• Development of an inadvertent discovery plan to expediently address treatment of 
paleontological resources should any be encountered during development 
associated with the Project. If these resources are inadvertently discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities, work must be halted within 50 feet of the find until it 
can be evaluated by a qualified paleontologist. Construction activities could 
continue in other areas. If the discovery proves to be significant, additional work, 
such as fossil collection and curation, may be warranted and would be discussed in 
consultation with the appropriate regulatory agency(ies). 

• Any recovered fossil remains will be prepared and identified to the lowest 
taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable paleontologists. Significant remains then 
will be transferred to a fossil repository for curation. 

• A qualified paleontologist shall prepare a report of findings made during all site 
grading activity with an appended itemized list of fossil specimens recovered during 
grading (if any). 

VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment prepared 
by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2022a), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix A. 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 
on the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no established federal, state, or local quantitative thresholds 
applicable to the Project to determine the quantity of GHG emissions that may have a significant effect 
on the environment. CARB, the SCAQMD, and various cities and agencies have proposed, or adopted on 
an interim basis, thresholds of significance that require the implementation of GHG emission reduction 
measures. For the proposed Project, the most appropriate screening threshold for determining GHG 
emissions is the SCAQMD proposed Tier 3 screening threshold (SCAQMD 2010). Therefore, a significant 
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impact would occur if the proposed Project would exceed the SCAQMD proposed Tier 3 screening 
threshold of 3,000 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) per year. 

Construction of the Project would result in GHG emissions generated by vehicle engine exhaust from 
construction equipment and worker commuting trips. Construction GHG emissions were calculated by 
using CalEEMod. As previously discussed, the Project would contain passive components that would not 
result in GHG emissions during operation. The estimated construction GHG emissions for the Project are 
shown in Table 5, Construction GHG Emissions. For construction emissions, SCAQMD recommends that 
the emissions be amortized (i.e., averaged) over the anticipated lifespan of a project (30 years) and 
added to operational emissions. However, no operational emissions would result from the proposed 
Project.  

Table 5 
CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS 

Year Emissions (MT CO2e) 
2023 423.0 
2024 1,016.3 
2025 89.2 

Total Construction Emissions1 1,528.5 
Amortized Construction Emissions 51.0 

SCAQMD Threshold 3,000 
Significant Impact? No 

Source: CalEEMod; HELIX 2022a; SCAQMD 2010 
1 Total may not sum due to rounding. 
MT = metric tons; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 

 
As shown in Table 5, proposed construction activities would contribute approximately 51 MT CO2e 
emissions per year averaged over 30 years. The Project’s construction emissions would not exceed the 
SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year and would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Less Than Significant Impact. There are numerous State plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The principal overall State plan and policy is AB 32, the California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The initial quantitative goal of AB 32 was to reduce GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Senate Bill 32 would require further reductions of 40 percent below 
1990 levels by 2030. Statewide plans and regulations such as GHG emissions standards for vehicles 
(AB 1493), the low carbon fuel standard, and regulations requiring an increasing fraction of electricity to 
be generated from renewable sources are being implemented at the statewide level; as such, 
compliance at the project level is not addressed. 

The twelve cities of the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG), which includes the City of 
Lake Elsinore, adopted a Subregional Climate Action Plan (CAP) in September 2014. The WRCOG CAP 
provides a 2010 baseline inventory of GHG emissions for the subregion cities of 5,834,400 MT of CO2e. 
Approximately 57 percent of the GHG inventory was from transportation sources, 21 percent from 



Avenues Septic to Sewer 

35 

commercial/industrial energy use, 20 percent from residential energy use, and the remaining from 
wastewater and solid waste sources. Less than one percent of emissions were attributed to the 
wastewater sector and no increases to this percentage were projected in a business-as-usual scenario. 
The WRCOG CAP established a target of reducing subregional GHG emissions 15 percent below 2010 
levels by 2020 and 49 percent below 2010 levels by 2035. To achieve the 2020 reduction target, the 
WRCOG CAP identifies 14 State and regional measures, 3 local energy sector measures, 18 local 
transportation sector measures, and 2 solid waste sector measures. The WRCOG CAP does not identify 
GHG reduction measures for achieving goals beyond 2020 (WRCOG 2014). It also does not include 
thresholds for determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions, nor does it include a checklist 
or other methodology for determining consistency of a project with the goals and measures in the 
WRCOG CAP. 

The City of Lake Elsinore adopted a CAP in December 2011 (City 2011). The CAP provides a 2008 baseline 
inventory of GHG emissions for the City of 506,727 MT of CO2e. Approximately 61 percent of the GHG 
inventory was from transportation sources, 32 percent from energy use, 4 percent from solid waste 
sources, and the remaining 3 percent from recreation. The CAP identified a combination of state-level 
regulations and local strategies and measures in the focus areas of Transportation and Land Use, Energy, 
Solid Waste, and Public Education and Outreach, which would help the City to achieve statewide 
reduction goals. The CAP does not include thresholds for determining the significance of a project’s GHG 
emissions, nor does it include a checklist or other methodology for determining consistency of a project 
with the goals and measures in the CAP. 

The Project would involve the installation of sewer infrastructure and none of the WRCOG or City CAP 
measures would apply to Project operation. WRCOG CAP Measure SR-13, Construction & Demolition 
Waste Diversion, describes the waste diversion requirements enacted by California Green Building 
Standards Code (CALGreen; CCR Title 24, Part 11), which have evolved since approval of the CAP in 2014. 
City CAP Measure S-1.4, Construction and Demolition Waste Diversion, lead to the establishment of Lake 
Elsinore Municipal Code Chapter 14.12, Construction and Demolition Waste Management, which initially 
contained more stringent construction waste diversion requirements than CALGreen. However, neither 
CALGreen nor Lake Elsinore Municipal Code construction waste diversion requirements apply to the 
proposed Project type. In addition, the Project is not anticipated to result in construction waste since 
excavated material would be used to refill trenched areas. Therefore, no conflicts with the WRCOG or 
City CAP would result from Project implementation. 

The Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of GHGs and impacts would be less than significant. 

IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities may involve the limited transport, storage, use, 
and/or disposal of hazardous materials, such as for the fueling and servicing of construction equipment 
onsite. These activities would be short-term or one-time in nature and would be subject to federal, 
state, and local health and safety regulations, which would minimize hazards related to the use of these 
materials. Long-term operation of the Project would involve little or no hazardous materials since 
pipelines would be sealed and do not emit hazardous materials. The Project would not result in a 
significant hazard related to the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and impacts would be 
less than significant. 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above in item IX.a, limited amounts of hazardous materials 
would be used during construction; however, these materials would be used and stored in accordance 
with applicable regulations that would limit the potential for accidental release. During Project 
operation, hazardous materials would not be used or emitted, as the Project pipelines would be sealed 
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underground. Since the Project is intended to replace existing deteriorated septic systems, it is likely to 
have a positive impact by reducing potential contamination or other issues that may result in the release 
of hazardous materials contained in septic systems. Existing septic systems would be abandoned in 
accordance with County Health Department guidelines, which would reduce the potential for the 
release of sewage stored in existing septic tanks. The Project would not result in accident conditions or 
the release of hazardous materials that would create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. Impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Railroad Canyon Elementary School is located adjacent to the eastern 
border of the Project site. The hazardous materials that would be used during Project construction 
would be used and stored in accordance with applicable regulations and would not result in adverse 
impacts to individuals at the nearby school. To abandon the existing septic tanks, contents would be 
pumped and the tanks would be abandoned in accordance with County Health Department guidelines, 
which would prevent the discharge of hazardous wastes. Project operation would not result in emissions 
or handling of acutely hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment? 

No Impact. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database and the SWRCB 
GeoTracker databases were consulted to identify if the Project site or surrounding nearby properties are 
on a list compiled pursuant to Government Code 65962.5. Within the Project site and a 1,000-foot 
radius of the site no sites were recorded in EnviroStor and one closed cased was recorded in GeoTracker 
(DTSC 2022; SWRCB 2022). The closed case was related to a gasoline tank located at 550 East Lakeshore 
Drive, south of the Project site. The tank was closed and the surrounding soils were remedied, resulting 
in the cleanup case closing in 1989 (SWRCB 1989). As the affected soils have been cleaned, the Project 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment and no impact would occur. 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 
or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The nearest airstrip to the Project site is Thompson Airstrip, located approximately 7.5 miles 
south of the site. This airstrip has no land use plan; however, it is over seven miles from the Project site 
and not active as a commercial airport. Therefore, the airstrip would not pose a safety hazard or result 
in excessive noise at the site based on the distance to the Project site. Other airports in the region are 
further than eight miles from the Project site and would not pose a safety risk or result in excessive 
noise at the Project site. Further, the Project would not have residents or permanent employees on-site. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activity would occur in the public ROW; however, 
implementation of a CTMP, as required for issuance of an Encroachment Permit, would ensure the 
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Project would not interfere with emergency response or evacuation. Section 2.5 provides potential 
provisions to be included in the CTMP. After construction, no Project components would be 
aboveground and there would be no interference with emergency operations. Implementation of the 
CTMP would reduce potential conflicts with emergency response or evacuation plans and impacts would 
be less than significant. 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The portion of the Project site north of Mill Street and Country Club 
Boulevard and northwest of the intersection at Acacia Street and High Street is designated by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone (VHFHSZ; CAL FIRE 2009). The Project would not create habitable or aboveground structures that 
would be at risk in the event of a wildland fire. Construction activities would avoid areas of dense foliage 
during dry conditions when possible and, in the event avoidance is infeasible, fire prevention measures 
would be incorporated to ensure construction activities do not generate a risk related to wildland fires. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

X. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of 
a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

    

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- 
or off- site? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional resources of polluted runoff? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 

degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Potential water quality impacts associated with the Project include short-
term construction-related discharges. The Project would disturb more than one acre of land and would 
be subject to the NPDES Construction General Permit, which requires the implementation of a SWPPP. 
The Project’s SWPPP would be submitted to the SARWQCB and would require implementation of BMPs 
to prevent polluted runoff. Upon completion of construction, Project components would be located 
underground and would not result in runoff that could degrade water quality. With implementation of 
construction BMPs required by the Project-specific SWPPP, discussed further in Section 2.5, impacts 
related to water quality would be less than significant. 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

No Impact. The Project would primarily be located within existing, paved roadways and would not 
increase the amount of impermeable surface at the Project site. The Project would not require the 
withdrawal of groundwater. Therefore, the Project would not decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere with groundwater recharge and no impact would occur.  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would: 

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the removal of paved surfaces would expose soils, 
which may result in erosion or siltation on- or off-site. The Project’s SWPPP would require BMPs, as 
described in Section 2.5, to reduce impacts related to erosion and siltation. Upon completion of 
construction, Project components would be underground and existing roadways would be repaved, 
which would minimize the potential for erosion. Where Project activities require work in unpaved areas, 
such as septic tank abandonment, surfaces would be returned to their pre-Project conditions upon the 
completion of construction. With implementation of the BMPs required by the Project’s SWPPP, impacts 
related to erosion and siltation would be less than significant.  
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ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off- site? 

No Impact. The Project site primarily consists of existing, paved streets. Existing septic tanks would have 
their tops removed, be perforated at the bottom, and be filled with sand to allow for future drainage. All 
improvements would be below ground once Project construction is completed the Project areas would 
be returned to their pre-Project conditions. As such, no changes to the volume or rate of runoff from the 
Project area are anticipated. No impact would occur.  

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional resources of polluted runoff? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in item X.ii above, the Project would not result in changes to 
the amount of runoff from the Project area. Project operation would also not contribute pollutants to 
the Project area that would result in polluted runoff during Project operation. Existing septic tanks 
would have their tops removed, be perforated at the bottom, and be filled with sand to allow for future 
drainage. Abandonment of septic tanks in accordance with County Health Department guidelines would 
ensure polluted runoff does not occur as a result of the Project. During construction activities, BMPs 
required by the SWPPP would be implemented to prevent additional polluted runoff from entering the 
stormwater drainage system. Impacts would be less than significant. 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? 

No Impact. No portion of the Project site is designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) as a 100-year floodplain (FEMA 2008). A small area at the southern border of the Project site is 
designated as a 500-year floodplain. All Project improvements would be installed underground and the 
surfaces would be returned to pre-Project conditions upon the completion of construction. Therefore, 
the Project would not impede or redirect flood flows and no impact would occur. 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As noted in item X.c.iv above, the Project is not at a significant risk of 
flooding. The Project site is located over 23 miles from the Pacific Ocean and would not be subject to 
tsunamis. Lake Elsinore lacks significant potential for a damaging seiche because it is very shallow and 
flood control devices have been constructed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (City 2011b). Since 
Project improvements would be located underground during operation, the Project would not be 
subject to inundation events that would risk the release of pollutants. Further, construction materials 
would be stored in accordance with applicable regulation that would minimize the potential for 
hazardous pollutants to be released in the event of Project inundation during construction. Impacts 
would be less than significant.  

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would comply with the Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Santa Ana River Basin and NPDES Stormwater Program by implementing a SWPPP listing BMPs to 
prevent construction pollutants and products from violating any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements (SARWQCB 1995). The Project site is also located within the plan area for the 
Elsinore Valley Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP; EVMWD 2022a). Abandonment of 
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existing septic tanks and installation of sewer infrastructure would prevent future groundwater 
contamination associated with septic tank leaks. As part of the Project, existing septic tanks would be 
emptied and abandoned in accordance with County guidelines, which would prevent sewage leaks from 
existing septic tanks. The Project would not require groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater 
recharge and would not otherwise conflict with the GSP. Impacts would be less than significant. 

XI. Land Use and Planning  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Cause significant environmental impact due to a conflict 
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect?  

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The Project would install sewer infrastructure in an existing community that is currently 
served by septic. All Project components would be located underground upon completion of 
construction. As such, the Project would not physically divide an established community and no impact 
would occur. 

b) Cause significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?  

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project would primarily occur in the public 
ROW. The improvements proposed on private property are the decommissioning of septic tanks and the 
connection of properties to the new sewer infrastructure. These activities would not result in changes to 
land use types in the Project area.  

As described throughout this Initial Study, the Project has the potential to result in a conflict with 
policies and/or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts. As 
evaluated above in Section 4.IV, the proposed Project could result in potential impacts to biological 
resources. Implementation of mitigation measures Bio-1 through Bio-3 would reduce or avoid 
construction-related impacts and would be consistent with the goals of the MSHCP and other policies 
protecting biological resources. 

During excavation activities, the Project also has the potential to result in impacts to unidentified 
paleontological resources, as discussed in Section 4.VII. Implementation of mitigation measure Geo-2 
would ensure the Project complies with General Plan policies intended to protect paleontological 
resources.  
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As evaluated in Sections 4.IX, 4.XVII, and 4.XX, the Project proposes work within the ROW, which has the 
potential to result in traffic hazards and impacts to circulation. Adherence to a CTMP, as required by the 
encroachment permits and detailed in Section 2.5, would reduce the potential for adverse impacts 
related to circulation and ensure consistency with local traffic policies. After construction is completed, 
surfaces would be returned to their pre-Project conditions and circulation elements would resume 
functioning as outlined in the General Plan Circulation Element. 

As evaluated in Section 4.XIII, construction activities have the potential to generate noise adjacent to 
residences in excess of the limits provided by the LEMC. However, these activities would occur during 
the hours prescribed by the LEMC and BMPs, outlined in Section 2.5, would be incorporated to reduce 
noise levels due to construction to the extent feasible given the Project location. Impacts related to 
construction noise would be less than significant.  

The proposed Project would not result in changes to land use and would not result in other land use 
policy conflicts. With implementation of the mitigation measures discussed above, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

XII. Mineral Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 

and the residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a 
local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

No Impact. Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) categories are used by the State Geologist to classify the lands 
according to their potential to contain mineral resources. The Project site is designated as MRZ-3, which 
indicates an area that contains known or inferred mineral deposits that may qualify as mineral resources 
(City 2011b). Further, the Project would occur within a developed area outside of the City’s Extractive 
Overlay. Therefore, there is little to no potential for mineral resource recovery to occur within the 
Project site. The Project would not result in the loss of availability of mineral resources or a delineated 
mineral resource recovery site. No impact to mineral resources would occur. 
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XIII. Noise  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project result in:     
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 

increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?  ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity 

of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City’s noise regulations are contained in LEMC Chapter 17.176, Noise 
Control. According to LEMC Section 17.176.080.F, construction activity is not allowed between the 
weekday hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. or at any time on weekends or holidays if a noise disturbance 
would occur at a residential or commercial property line. The proposed Project would be constructed 
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. and would not conflict with the hours of permitted 
construction contained in the LEMC. 

LEMC Section 17.176.080.F further requires that during these permitted hours, where technically and 
economically feasible, construction activities at a single-family residential property line shall not exceed 
75 dBA for mobile equipment or 60 dBA for stationary equipment. The mobile equipment limit applies 
to nonscheduled, intermittent, and short-term operation (less than 10 days) of mobile equipment. The 
stationary equipment limit applies to repetitively scheduled and relatively long-term operation (period 
of 10 days or more) of stationary equipment. The noise levels generated by anticipated construction 
equipment at 20 feet, the shortest anticipated distance between construction activities and residences, 
are shown in Table 6, Construction Equipment Noise Levels.  
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Table 6 
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS 

Equipment Percent 
Operating Time 

dBA LMAX at  
20 feet 

dBA LEQ at  
20 feet 

Backhoe 40 85.5 81.5 
Crane 16 88.5 80.6 
Dump Truck 40 84.4 80.4 
Excavator 40 88.7 84.7 
Loader 40 87.1 83.1 
Paver 50 85.2 82.2 
Roller 20 88 81 
Tractor 40 92 88 
Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model (U.S. Department of Transportation 2008) 
LMAX = maximum noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibel; LEQ = equivalent sound level 

 
As noted in Table 6, construction of the proposed Project would generate noise levels exceeding the 
limits provided in the LEMC. Given that the proposed Project would provide infrastructure to single 
family residences, it would be infeasible to occur at a further distance or be fully shielded from these 
residences. Construction activities, however, would be temporary and limited to the daytime hours 
specified by the LEMC. Further, construction would occur in different locations within the Project site 
throughout the Project site such that no particular residence would be exposed to elevated noise levels 
for the entire construction period. Pipeline installation activities along the proposed alignments is 
expected to proceed at a rate of approximately 250 feet per day. Based on this rate of progression, the 
maximum amount of time that most residences would be exposed to adjacent, high-intensity 
construction activity would be one to two days. In addition, the following construction BMPs, described 
in Section 2.5, would be implemented to reduce noise levels to the extent possible at nearby residences: 

• Construction equipment, including vehicles, generators, and compressors, would be maintained 
in proper operating condition and will be equipped with manufacturers’ standard noise control 
devices or better (e.g., mufflers, acoustical lagging, and/or engine enclosures). 

• Construction work, including on-site equipment maintenance and repair, would be limited to 
the hours specified in the Lake Elsinore noise ordinance. 

• Staging areas for construction equipment would be located as far as practicable from 
residences. 

• EVMWD would identify and provide a public liaison person before and during construction to 
respond to concerns of neighboring residents about noise and other construction disturbance. 
EVMWD would also establish a program for receiving questions or complaints during 
construction and develop procedures for responding to callers. Procedures for reaching the 
public liaison officer via telephone or in person would be included in notices distributed to the 
public in accordance with the information above. 

Construction would be temporary and would not occur adjacent to any one property for the entire 
construction duration. Incorporation of construction BMPs would reduce impacts related to 
construction noise to the extent feasible, as required by the LEMC. After construction activity is 
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completed, no permanent noise sources would be created by the Project. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The highest potential for vibration during construction would be 
associated with the roller used during the repaving/resurfacing phase. According to Caltrans, a vibratory 
roller typically produces peak particle velocity (PPV) of 0.210 inches per second at a distance of 25 feet 
(Caltrans 2020). The Caltrans threshold for damage to older residential structures, such as those located 
throughout the Project area, is a PPV of 0.3 inches per second. PPV of 0.3 inches per second could occur 
at a structure in the Project area if a roller is used within 18 feet of the structure.2 As previously noted, 
construction activities, including repaving/resurfacing, are anticipated to occur a minimum of 20 feet 
from residences. Therefore, a roller would not be used within 18 feet of a residential structure and 
damage due to vibration would not occur.  

At 20 feet, the roller could produce 0.268 PPV, which would exceed the Caltrans "strongly perceptible” 
annoyance threshold of 0.10 PPV. However, this level of vibration would be temporary and would not 
occur in one location for an extended duration. A vibratory roller moves at a speed of approximately 
two miles per hour, which equates to approximately 175 feet per minute. The maximum width of 
residences located adjacent to the roadways where a roller would be used is approximately 90 feet. 
Therefore, the vibratory roller would be in front of a single residence for approximately 30 seconds. No 
permanent sources of vibration would be created by the Project. While vibration generated during 
construction may be perceptible, it would be temporary and impacts would be less than significant. 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The nearest airstrip to the Project site is Thompson Airstrip, located approximately 7.5 miles 
south of the site. This airstrip has no land use plan; however, it is over seven miles from the Project site 
and not active as a commercial airport. Therefore, the airstrip would not result in excessive noise based 
on the distance to the Project site. Other airports in the region are further than eight miles from the 
Project site and would also not result in excessive noise at the Project site. Further, the Project would 
not have residents or permanent employees on-site who would be exposed to aircraft noise. Therefore, 
no impacts would occur. 

 
2  Equipment PPV = Reference PPV * (25/D)^n (inches per second), where Reference PPV is PPV at 25 feet, D is distance from 

equipment to the receiver in feet, and n = 1.1 (the value related to the attenuation rate through the ground); formula from 
Caltrans 2020. 
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XIV. Population and Housing  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 

area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

No Impact. The proposed Project would install a sewer system to accommodate existing residential 
properties and their anticipated wastewater flows. The Project would not extend infrastructure such 
that the Project would indirectly provide the opportunity for population growth. No impact would occur.  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The Project site contains approximately 250 residences that would be converted to sewer 
infrastructure by the Project. No residences or occupants would be displaced by the sewer conversion 
process. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

XV. Public Services  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services:  

    

a) Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Fire protection? 

No Impact. The Project would not induce population growth or create new aboveground structures that 
would require fire protection services. The pipelines would be passive infrastructure components 
contained underground and would not be a potential fire source. No new or altered fire protection 
facilities would be required and no impact would occur. 

b) Police protection? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth or the construction of features that would 
require police protection. Since the Project components would be contained underground, no police 
protection services would be required. No impact would occur.  

c) Schools? 

No Impact. The Project would not induce population growth, including that of school-aged children. 
Therefore, no new or altered school facilities would be required and no impact would occur.  

d) Parks? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth and thereby would not result in an 
increased need for park facilities or the need for upgrades to existing park facilities. No impact would 
occur.  

e) Other public facilities? 

No Impact. No population growth would occur as a result of the Project. Therefore, no increased use of 
public facilities or need for new public facilities would occur and there would be no impact.  
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XVI. Recreation  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 

that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth and would not increase the use of parks 
or recreational facilities. Thus, substantial physical deterioration of these facilities would not occur or be 
accelerated and no impact would occur. 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

No Impact. The Project would install sewer infrastructure and does not propose any recreational 
facilities. Additionally, the Project would not induce population growth that would require the 
construction or expansion of park or recreational facilities. No impact would occur. 

XVII. Transportation  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the Project would temporarily alter existing 
circulation patterns and would require implementation of a CTMP as part of the Encroachment Permit. 
As described in Section 2.5, the Project would implement a CTMP that would outline procedures and 
traffic control measures necessary to ensure adequate access would be maintained during the altered 
traffic conditions. Potential provisions of the CTMP include:  

• Scheduling the timing and duration of work to avoid the peak commuter hours of 7:00 to 
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.; 

• Implementing standard safety practices, including installing appropriate barriers between work 
zones and transportation facilities, placement of appropriate signage, and use of traffic control 
devices; 

• Protecting traffic by using flaggers, warning signs, lights, and barricades to guide vehicles 
through or around construction zones; 

• Restoring roadway capacity to the extent feasible during hours when construction activities are 
not occurring, which could include the use of road plates or temporary paving; 

• Implementing construction schedules and techniques that minimize roadway closures, including 
the number of cross streets and side streets that may be blocked or otherwise impacted by 
construction activities; 

• Providing detours for cyclists and pedestrians when bike lanes or sidewalks must be closed; 

• Coordinating with local schools prior to construction within close proximity of school property to 
ensure entryways are not blocked during peak drop off and pick up times;  

• Notifying emergency response providers of road closures at least one week prior to closures and 
include the location, date, time, and duration of the closure;  

• Coordinating with the City of Lake Elsinore to maintain adequate emergency evacuation routes; 
and 

• Abiding by encroachment permit conditions, which shall supersede conflicting provisions in the 
CTMP. 
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The existing circulation elements of the Project site would be returned to pre-Project conditions upon 
the completion of construction activities in compliance with circulation programs, plans and policies. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b), the 
generation of vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a 
significant impact. The Office of Planning and Research (OPR) technical advisory regarding 
transportation impacts indicates that small projects generating fewer than 110 trips per day can be 
assumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact (OPR 2018). Trip generation associated 
with the Project would be limited to the construction period of the Project as the pipelines would be 
passive after construction. Therefore, the Project would not exceed the 110-trip threshold and no 
conflicts with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b) would occur. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the Project would require altered traffic patterns to 
allow work in ROW. Implementation of a CTMP (see Section 2.5) would ensure that the altered 
circulation would not result in substantial hazards to construction personnel or users of the circulation 
system. After construction, the existing roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions and 
would not introduce hazardous design features or incompatible uses. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction occurring in the public ROW, a CTMP would be 
implemented and would ensure that emergency access would remain adequate throughout 
construction of the Project. Potential provisions of the CTMP are provided in Section 2.5 above. After 
construction activities in the ROW are complete, roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions, 
which would accommodate emergency vehicle access. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the 
size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, 
and that is: 

    

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 5020.1(k), or 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 

Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Section V, the Sacred Lands File 
search results were positive and the Project area has been identified as culturally sensitive. HELIX sent 
letters on September 20, 2022, to the tribal contacts provided by the NAHC. Four responses have been 
received to date. The Quechan Indian Tribe and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians indicated 
that they have no comments on the Project and defer to local tribes. Rincon indicated that, though they 
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have no knowledge of specific cultural resources within the Project area, the Project location is within 
their Area of Historic Interest and the City is considered a TCP by Rincon. Pechanga also responded that 
the Project area is within the boundary of a TCP. Further, there are Ancestral remains and reburial 
locations in proximity to the Project site. Pechanga believes the possibility for recovering sensitive 
subsurface resources during ground-disturbing activities is extremely high. Future responses will be 
forwarded to EVMWD and the SWRCB. EVMWD will undertake consultation with interested Tribes 
under AB 52, and the SWRCB will undertake Section 106 consultation with interested Tribes as well. 
Discussions with Pechanga and Soboba to assess potential Project impacts to Paayaxchi are ongoing. A 
Native American monitoring program was recommended by the Project’s Cultural Resources Survey and 
is detailed in mitigation measures Cul-1 through 9. Consultation in accordance with AB 52 and Section 
106, along with implementation of mitigation measures Cul-1 through Cul-9, would reduce potential 
impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level. 

XIX. Utilities and Service Systems  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 

or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, 
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 

or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. No water, storm water, electric, natural gas, or telecommunications 
utilities would be required for operation of the proposed Project. The minimal water supplies needed 
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during Project construction would be provided by existing infrastructure and any runoff would be 
accommodated by existing storm drain infrastructure. The wastewater generated by the installation of 
the proposed sewer system is estimated at 62,500 GPD (0.063 million gallons per day [MGD]) based on a 
generation rate of 250 GPD per lot (EVMWD 2021). Existing 24-inch and 54-inch transmission mains are 
located in East Lakeshore Drive and have sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional wastewater 
flows that would be generated by the Project (EVMWD 2022b). Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project does not involve activities that would require permanent 
water supplies. Water supplies required during the construction of the Project would be limited to water 
utilized for dust suppression on site. Sufficient water supplies from EVMWD are available to provide 
these limited water supplies to the Project during construction. As such, a less than significant impact 
would occur.  

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The 62,500 GPD (0.063 MGD) of wastewater flows associated with the 
Project can be accommodated at the Regional WRF in addition to existing commitments. At the time of 
the 2016 Sewer System Master Plan, the Avenues neighborhood was not identified for conversion to 
sewer use. However, the Regional WRF can accommodate the increase in flows, as it has a capacity of 
8 MGD and receives an average of 6.5 MGD (EVMWD 2022c; EVMWD 2016). Further, in 2022 EVMWD 
constructed a bypass in the City of Wildomar, which resulted in a decrease of 125,000 GPD flowing to 
Regional WRF (EVMWD 2022d). As the Project would generate less wastewater than was diverted by 
this bypass, wastewater from the Project could be treated at the existing Regional WRF and would not 
require expansion or relocation of this facility. Therefore, the wastewater treatment provider (EVMWD) 
has sufficient capacity to serve to the Project in addition to existing commitments and impacts would be 
less than significant.  

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is not anticipated to generate solid waste since excavated 
material would be used to refill trenched areas. Operation of the pipelines would not generate solid 
waste and wastewater would be treated at the Regional WRF. If unanticipated solid waste is generated 
by construction activities, waste would be diverted from the landfill in accordance with WMC Section 
8.104.420. CALGreen construction debris standards do not apply to this Project type. No conflicts with 
solid waste goals or regulations would occur and impacts would be less than significant.  
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XX. Wildfire  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project: 

    

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan?  ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. See item IX.f and Section 2.5. Implementation of a CTMP would ensure the 
Project would not interfere with emergency response or evacuation plans. During Project operation, no 
Project components would interfere with emergency operations and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The portion of the Project site north of Mill Street and Country Club 
Boulevard and northwest of the intersection at Acacia Street and High Street is a designated VHFHSZ 
(CAL FIRE 2009). This area of the Project site contains slopes; however, the Project would not alter 
elevations or other features within the site that would exacerbate wildfire risks. Project components 
would be located underground and existing roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions after 
construction, which would not result in an increased risk of wildfire. Construction activities would avoid 
dense foliage during dry conditions when feasible. If avoidance is not possible, as discussed in Section 
2.5, fire prevention measures would be incorporated to ensure construction activities do no exacerbate 
wildfire risks. Further, the Project would not introduce residents or permanent employees to the Project 
area who could be exposed to wildfire pollutants. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project proposes the installation of sewer infrastructure that would 
result in passive utilities located underground and would not exacerbate fire risks. Construction BMPs 
would include fire prevention measures if Project construction is required to occur in dense foliage 
during dry conditions (see Section 2.5). After construction activities are complete, existing roadways and 
surfaces would be returned to pre-Project conditions and the Project would not exacerbate fire risks. 
Temporary and ongoing impacts to the environment related to other issues are analyzed throughout 
this Initial Study. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not create habitable or aboveground structures that 
could be exposed to significant wildfire risks. Further, the Project would not alter drainage patterns or 
result in slope instability in the Project area. Impacts would be less than significant. 

XXI. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are significant when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of past, present, and probable 
future projects)? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially 
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reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?  

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project has the potential to result in impacts to 
nesting birds, burrowing owl, and riparian vegetation; however, implementation of mitigation measures 
Bio-1 through Bio-3 would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. The Project also has the 
potential to impact significant cultural and tribal cultural resources. Implementation of mitigation 
measures Cul-1 through Cul-9 would ensure these impacts are reduced to a less than significant level. 
Therefore, the Project would not substantially degrade the environment, decrease the number or 
habitat of special status plant or animal species, or eliminate major periods of California history. Impacts 
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are significant when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of past, present, and probable future projects)? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires a 
discussion of the cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively 
considerable,” meaning that the project’s incremental effects are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects. 

The Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer Project (EVMWD 2023) was identified for inclusion in the cumulative 
analysis of the proposed Project. The Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer Project is a similar to the proposed 
Project—it would convert 750 customers from septic systems to sewer. It would occur one mile 
southeast of the Project site, between Malaga Road, I-15, Lemon Street, and Mission Trail. The 
estimated construction schedule for the Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer Project is currently planned to 
overlap (at least partially) with the proposed Project.  

Based on the distance between the Project area, construction noise from the Project and Avenues Septic 
to Sewer Project would be too far apart to contribute to cumulative noise impacts to any singular 
location. Each project would require four to six workers per construction crew, with a maximum of five 
construction crews operating at any one time. The addition of vehicle trips associated with the 20 to 30 
construction workers required at each of these projects would not contribute to significant, cumulative 
transportation impacts, as they would travel along different roadways and would not generate a 
significant number of vehicle trips.  

As discussed under item III.b, the Project’s construction emissions of criteria pollutants would not 
exceed the SCAQMD daily screening thresholds. Table 7, Cumulative Construction Emissions, shows the 
combined construction period emissions for the proposed Project and Avenues Septic to Sewer Project 
for comparison with the SCAQMD daily thresholds.  
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Table 7 
CUMULATIVE CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Project VOC 
(lbs/day) 

NOX 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

SOX 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

PM2.5 
(lbs/day) 

Avenues Septic to Sewer 3.8 34.1 42.3 0.1 1.8 1.5 
Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer 5.7 51.2 63.4 0.1 2.6 2.2 
Maximum Combined Daily Emissions 9.5 85.3 105.7 0.2 4.4 3.7 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Exceedance? No No No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod; HELIX 2022a; SCAQMD 2019; EVMWD 2023 
lbs/day = pounds per day; VOC = volatile organic compound; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; 
PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter 

As shown in Table 7, cumulative construction emissions for the two projects would not exceed the 
SCAQMD screening-level thresholds. Because emissions of these pollutants are below the screening-
level thresholds, emissions would not be cumulatively considerable for the SCAB.  

Similarly, the Project would have a less than significant impact in relation to GHG emissions, which are 
inherently discussed in terms of cumulative impacts. Combined, the two projects would contribute 
approximately 152.6 MT CO2e emissions per year averaged over 30 years, which would be below the 
SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e emissions per year. 

Impacts to biological resources would be reduced through mitigation measures Bio-1 through Bio-3 and 
would not be considered significant impacts at the Project level or in combination with cumulative 
projects, as no net loss of habitat or special status species would occur. Impacts to paleontological 
resources would require mitigation measure Geo-2 be implemented and with this mitigation measure 
the Project would not contribute to the cumulative loss of paleontological resources. 

All resource topics have been analyzed in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and found to pose no 
impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with mitigation. Potential 
cumulative projects that could be constructed in the vicinity of the Project would also be required to 
comply with existing applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not consist of any construction activities or operational 
components that would negatively affect any persons in the vicinity. In addition, all resource topics have 
been analyzed in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines or associated thresholds and found to pose 
no impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 
As discussed in Section 4.III, no violations of air quality thresholds would occur and no significant 
impacts to sensitive receptors related to pollutants would occur. As discussed in Section 4.IX of this 
Initial Study, there are no concerns from past activities at the Project site and no hazardous materials 
and/or wastes would be generated by the Project. As detailed in Section 4.XIII, the Project would 
generate noise during construction that would exceed local construction noise ordinance thresholds and 
may cause disturbances to local residents. However, these impacts would be reduced to the extent 
feasible by implementing BMPs described in Section 2.5 and would be temporary in nature. During 
construction, temporarily altered traffic conditions may occur; however, implementation of a CTMP 
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(see Section 2.5) would ensure emergency access and evacuation routes are maintained. As discussed in 
Section 4.XX, while portions of the Project are within a VHFHSZ, the Project would not increase risks 
related to wildfires and would incorporate fire prevention measures during construction when 
necessary. Consequently, the Project would not result in any environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings directly or indirectly.   
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Mary Villalobos 
Staff Archaeologist 
 

 
 
Summary of Qualifications 
Ms. Villalobos serves as a field archaeologist on a number of cultural resource 
projects in southern California, including surveys, testing programs, and monitoring. 
She has also served as a laboratory assistant for major universities, museums, and 
archaeological centers. She has expertise in cultural resource surveying, cataloging 
site excavation data, and monitoring. Ms. Villalobos' experience includes international 
work for a key archaeological project in Peru focused on a temple excavation. 
 
Selected Project Experience 
1125 S. Cleveland Street -Cultural & Native American Monitoring (2016). 
Archaeological monitor for a housing project in the City of Oceanside, CA. 
Responsible for field monitoring, coordination with construction crew and Native 
American monitors, identification of artifacts and cultural features, and daily field 
notes. Work performed for Hallmark Communities. Lead agency was City of 
Oceanside. 
 
12 Oaks Winery Resort (2015 - 2018). Field Archaeologist for survey of an 
approximately 600-acre project near Temecula in Riverside County, 
CA.  Responsibilities included identification of cultural material during field 
survey.  Work performed for Standard Portfolio Temecula, LLC, with County of 
Riverside as the lead agency. 
 
28th Street between Island Avenue and Clay Avenue Archaeological 
Monitoring (2016 - 2018). Archaeological Monitor for a utilities undergrounding 
project in a historic neighborhood of East San Diego, CA. Responsible for field 
monitoring, coordination with construction crew and Native American monitors, 
identification of artifacts and cultural features, and daily field notes. Work performed 
for the City of San Diego. 
 
4th & J Project (2017). Archaeological monitor for a residential project in a historic 
neighborhood in the City of San Diego, CA. Responsible for field monitoring, 
coordination with construction crew and Native American monitors, identification of 
artifacts and cultural features, and daily field notes. Work performed for Legacy 
Partners, lead agency is City of San Diego. 
 
Oceanside As-Needed Environmental Consulting Services (2015 - 2016). 
Archaeological Monitor for construction of a new facility at the Mission Basin Desalting 
Facility near the San Luis Rey River, in the City of Oceanside, CA.  Responsible for 
field monitoring, coordination with construction crew and Native American monitors, 
identification of artifacts and cultural features, and daily field notes.  Work performed 
for the City of Oceanside. 
 

Education 
Bachelor of Arts, 
Anthropology, 
concentration in 
Archaeology, 
University of 
California San Diego, 
CA, 2013 
 
 
Registrations/ 
Certifications 
Technical Safety 
Institute, HAZWOPER 
40 Hour, Issue No. 
F183292: Hazardous 
Waste Operations 
and Emergency 
Response, 2018 
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City of San Diego As-Needed Permitting Assistance for O & M Activities and Emergencies (2016 - 
2016). Archaeological monitor for the removal of sediment at culvert outlets at Hotel Circle, in the City of 
San Diego, CA, to help alleviate flooding in the area. Responsible for field monitoring, coordination with 
construction crew and Native American monitors, identification of artifacts and cultural features, and daily 
field notes. Work performed for the City of San Diego 
 
Storage Buildings Construction Monitoring, San Marcos Campus (2017). Archaeological monitor for 
the construction of storage facilities on the campus of Palomar College in the City of San Marcos, 
California. Cultural resources are located near the project area. Responsible for field monitoring, 
coordination with construction crew and Native American monitors, identification of artifacts and cultural 
features, and daily field notes. Work performed for Palomar College. 
 
Cemetery Area Water Pipeline Replacement (2015 - 2016). Archaeological Monitor for a water pipeline 
replacement project in eastern Escondido, CA. Responsible for field monitoring, coordination with 
construction crew and Native American monitors, identification of artifacts and cultural features, and daily 
field notes.  Work performed for the City of Escondido. 
 
Da Vinci (2018). Archaeological monitor during potholing to find existing utilities for the construction of a 
telecommunication tower. Responsible for field monitoring, coordination with construction crew, 
identification of artifacts and cultural features, and daily monitoring notes. Work performed for Terracon. 
Lead agency is Verizon. 
 
DePratti, Inc. Telespan Lake Wohlford (2017). Field archaeologist for a testing program to determine 
the northern extent of an important archaeological site near Lake Wohlford in the community of Bear 
Valley in the County of San Diego, California. Responsibilities included excavation of test units, 
identification of cultural material, and preparation of field notes. Work performed for DePratti, Inc. Lead 
agency is County of San Diego. 
 
El Camino Real Road Widening-Archaeological Monitoring (2016). Archaeological Monitor for a road 
widening project in an area with archaeological and cultural sensitivity in the City of Carlsbad, CA. 
Responsible for field monitoring, coordination with construction crew and Native American monitors, 
identification of artifacts and cultural features, and daily field notes.  Work performed for the City of 
Carlsbad. 
 
Magnolia Trails (2016). Archaeological Monitor for a residential development in the City of El Cajon, CA. 
Responsible for field monitoring, coordination with construction crew and Native American monitors, 
identification of artifacts and cultural features, and daily field notes.  Work performed for KB Home. Lead 
agency was City of El Cajon.  
 





Report List

Report No. Year Title AffiliationAuthor(s) ResourcesOther IDs

RI-01792 1987 ARCHAEOLOGICAL STUDIES AT THE 
ELSINORE SITE: TEST EXCAVATIONS AT 
CA-RIV-2798, LAKE ELSINORE, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESEARCH UNIT, U.C. 
RIVERSIDE

LERCH, MICHAEL K. 
and ROBERT M. YOHE II

33-002798NADB-R - 1082144; 
Voided - MF-1937

RI-01793 1984 CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT 
OF THE PROPOSED LAKE ELSINORE 
MANAGEMENT PROJECT, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

SAN BERNARDINO 
COUNTY MUSEUM 
ASSOCIATION

LERCH, MICHAEL K. 
and G.A. SMITH

33-002798, 33-006998, 33-007132, 
33-007133, 33-007134, 33-007135, 
33-011009

NADB-R - 1082145; 
Voided - MF-1937

RI-01794 1997 CONTINUITY AND CHANGE 8,500 YEARS 
OF ADAPTATION ON THE SHORES OF 
LAKE ELSINORE

STATISTICAL RESEARCH, 
INC.

GRENDA, DONN R. 33-002798NADB-R - 1085130; 
Other - DACW09-93-
D-0004; 
Voided - MF-1937

RI-01896 1985 CANYON CREEK ARCHAEOLOGY: A 
REPORT ON ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
INVESTIGATIONS AT SITES RIV-2764 AND 
RIV-2765 ON THE CANYON CREEK 
PROPERTY, RAILROAD CANYON AREA, 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

AUTHOR(S)SCIENTIFIC 
RESOURCE SURVEYS, 
INC.

33-002764, 33-002765NADB-R - 1082271; 
Voided - MF-2056

RI-01897 1984 CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY OF THE 
CANYON CREEK PROPERTY, RAILROAD 
CANYON AREA, RIVERSIDE COUNTY

AUTHOR(S)SCIENTIFIC 
RESOURCE SURVEYS, 
INC.

33-002764, 33-002765NADB-R - 1082272; 
Voided - MF-2056

RI-02502 1989 AN ARCHIVAL AND LIMITED FIELD 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE 
TEMESCAL WASH AND RICE CANYON 
PIPELINE ALTERNATIVES FOR THE 
REGIONAL WATER RECLAMATION 
FACILITY AT RANCHO CALIFORNIA

RECONWADE, SUE A. and 
SUSAN M. HECTOR

33-000050, 33-000116, 33-000270, 
33-000365, 33-000523, 33-001003, 
33-001004, 33-001071, 33-001086, 
33-001382, 33-001384, 33-001727, 
33-001860, 33-001861, 33-002134, 
33-002765, 33-002798, 33-003330

NADB-R - 1084016; 
Submitter - R-1768A; 
Voided - MF-2729

RI-02682 1989 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF 
THE 80 ACRE GRUNDER PROPERTY 
NEAR LAKE ELSINORE, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
ASSOCIATES, LTD.

WHITE, ROBERT S.NADB-R - 1083152; 
Voided - MF-2884

RI-02892 1990 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
RECONNAISSANCE OF LAKE SHORE 
DRIVE BRIDGE, LAKE ELSINORE, 
RIVERIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA.

PALEONTOLOGY 
ASSOCCIATION

SCHMITZ, BLANCHE A.NADB-R - 1083497; 
Voided - MF-3093

RI-02893 1991 LAKESHORE DRIVE BRIDGE, LAKE 
ELSINORE, NEGATIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
SURVEY REPORT

CALTRANS DISTRICT 8BISSELL, RONALD M.NADB-R - 1084222; 
Voided - MF-3093
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RI-02894 1992 NEGATIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
REPORT First Supplemental (08-RIV-0, P.M. 
ESN, EA 962053)

Chambers Group, Irvine, CAWEBER, CARMENCaltrans - 08-RIV-0, 
P.M. ESN, EA 
962053; 
Caltrans - 08-RIV-0, 
P.M. ESN, EA 
962053; 
NADB-R - 1084514; 
Voided - MF-3093

RI-03333 1991 CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY AND 
TEST EXCAVATION, LAKE ELSINORE, 
CALIFORNIA

GREENWOOD AND 
ASSOCIATES, AND 
INFOTEC RESEARCH, INC.

HAMPSON, R. PAUL 33-002798, 33-004042, 33-004043, 
33-004044, 33-004045

NADB-R - 1083949; 
Other - DACW09-90-
D-0004; 
Voided - MF-3571

RI-03376 1989 A CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY OF 
THE PROPOSED RANCHO-TEMECULA 
EFFLUENT PIPELINE FROM TEMECULA 
TO WARM SPRINGS IN THE ELSINORE 
VALLEY WITH ADDITIONAL 
CONSIDERATION OF THE SURFACE 
WATER DISCHARGE INTO TEMESCAL 
WASH

RECONWADE, SUE A. and 
SUSAN M. HECTOR

33-000659, 33-001086, 33-002798, 
33-006998, 33-007200

NADB-R - 1084018; 
Submitter - R-1768A; 
Voided - MF-3617

RI-03545 1992 CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY FOR 
THE EAST LAKE SPECIFIC PLAN

CHAMBERS GROUP, INC.LECOUNT, LISA and 
CARMEN A. WEBER

33-004646, 33-004647, 33-004648NADB-R - 1084241; 
Voided - MF-3809

RI-03958 1996 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF 
SIX ALTERNATIVE DECHLORINATION AND 
ENERGY DISSIPATION SITES FOR THE 
EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
REACH 4 PROJECT LOCATED IN THE 
LAKE ELSINORE AREA OF RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY

L & L ENVIRONMENTALWHITE, ROBERT S.NADB-R - 1084916; 
Voided - MF-4329

RI-04113 1998 CULTURAL RESOURCES RECORDS 
SEARCH AND SURVEY REPORT FOR A 
PACIFIC BELL MOBILE SERVICES 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY: CM 
117-01, IN THE CITY OF LAKE ELSINORE, 
CALIFORNIA

CHAMBERS GROUP, INC.BRECHBIEL, BRANT A.NADB-R - 1085301; 
Voided - MF-4588

RI-05323 2005 CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT: 
APN 373-070-018 CITY OF LAKE 
ELSINORE, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA

LSA ASSOCIATES, INCLANGE, FREDERICK W.NADB-R - 1086686; 
Submitter - LUM531
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RI-06122 2003 LETTER REPORT: RECORDS SEARCH 
RESULTS AND SITE VISIT FOR SPRINT 
TELECOMMINCATIONS FACILITY 
RV40XC710H (WATER TANK), 208 RIDGE 
ROAD, CITY OF LAKE ELSINORE, 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CA

MICHAEL BRANDMAN 
ASSOCIATES

DICE, MICHAELNADB-R - 1087485

RI-06504 2006 HISTORICAL/ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESORUCES SURVEY REPORT: PORTO 
ROMANO (LAKE ELSINORE TOWN 
CENTER), IN THE CITY OF LAKE 
ELSINORE, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA

CRM TECHTANG, BAI, MICHAEL 
HOGAN, DEIDRE 
ENCARNACION, and 
MARIAM DAHDUL

33-014872NADB-R - 1087871; 
Submitter - 
CONTRACT #1765

RI-07113 2006 Archaeological Survey Report for the 
Southern California Edison, Company DSP- 
Flagstaff 12kV Circuit Project, Riverside 
County, California (WO#6077-5390, AI#5-
5358).

Mooney Jones & StokesJordan, Stacy C.Other - 06788.06

RI-07158 2003 Cultural Resource Assessment for AT&T 
Wireless Facility No. 08014R in Riverside 
County, California

LSA Associates, Inc.Nicole Pletka

RI-07418 2007 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern 
California Edison Company Deteriorated Pole 
Replacement Program for Pole #1931027E 
(WO #6077-4800, AI#7-4821, Rockridge 12 
kV) in the City of Lake Elsinore and Pole 
#2225832E (WO #6077-4800, AI #7-4833, 
Carancho 12 kV) near the City of Temecula, 
Riverside County, California

Jones and StokesTsunoda, KojiOther - SCE 2007 
CWA 69, Contract 
No. 00915.07

RI-07882 2005 Letter Report: Cultural Resources 
Reconnaissance for Stage 1 of the Summerly 
Project, Lake Elsinore, Riverside County, 
California

SWCA Environmental 
Consultants

Maxon, Patrick O. and 
Jessica DeBusk

Submitter - SWCA 
Environmental 
Consultants #9288-
109

RI-08029 2009 Letter Report: Proposed Cellular Tower 
Proect(s) in Riverside County, California, Site 
Number(s)/Name(s): LA-3411A/EMWD 
Rancho Drive TCNS# 49589

Earth Touch Inc, Layton, 
Utah

Earth Touch IncSubmitter - LA3411A

RI-08171 2008 Cultural Resources Assessment Public 
Safety Enterprise Communication Project 
Riverside, Orange, San Bernadino, and San 
Diego Counties, FM 04174400010

Michael Brandman 
Associates

Jennifer M. Sanka and 
Marnie Aislin-Kay
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RI-08285 2009 Letter Report: Proposed Cellular Tower(s) in 
Santa Barbara County, California, Site 
Number(s)/ Name(s): LA-3412/ The Plaza at 
Lakeview TVNS# 56715

Earth Touch inc, Layton, UTLorns Billat

RI-08466 2009 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern 
California Edison's Service Pole Replacement 
in Lake Elsinore, Riverside County, California

AECOM, Inc.Kurt HeidelbergOther - SCE 
Purchase Order 
Number: 
4500032069; 
Other - WO 6088-
4800/9-4875

RI-08614 2010 Cultural Resource Assessment of the Dexter 
24kV Distribution Substation Planning Project 
(IO 313643), City of Lake Elsinore, Riverside 
County, California

Southern California EdisionAntonina M. DeluOther - IO 313643

RI-08738 2011 Historical/Archaeological Resources Survery 
Report Elsinore Cable Ski Park

CRM TechBai Tom Tang, Michael 
Hogan, and Deirdre 
Encarnacion

Submitter - CRM 
Tech Contract No. 
2568

RI-08883 2012 Phase I Cultural Resources Assemssment for 
the Elm Street Improvements Project

Applied EarthWorks, Inc.Joan George and 
Vanessa Mirro

RI-09021 2013 Cultural Resources Investigation Results of 
the Marshalling Yard Survey, Access Road 
Survey, and Supplemental 115kV 
Transmission Line Survey in Support of the 
Alberhill Substation, Riverside County, 
California

ECORP CONSULTING, 
INC.

Robert Cunningham, 
Wendy Jones, Evelyn N. 
Chandler, and Roger 
Mason

33-003308, 33-012067, 33-015743, 
33-019925, 33-021068, 33-021069, 
33-021162

RI-09800 2016 A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey Report 
for the Sky Museum Project, City of Lake 
Elsinore, Riverside County, California

Brian F. Smith and 
Associates

Jennifer R. Kraft and 
Brian F. Smith

33-024857

RI-10025 2017 Canyon Estates Drive/ Canyon View Drive 
Intersection Improvement Project

LSARoderic McLean

RI-10279 2017 CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES ASSESSMENT MISSION 
TRAIL APARTMENTS PROJECT LAKE 
ELSINORE, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA

DUKE CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT, LLC

CURT DUKE, 
MATTHEW STEVER, 
and BENJAMIN 
SCHERZER

Other - DUKE CRM 
PROJECT NUMBER: 
C-0211

RI-10282 2012 LAKE ELSINORE SEISMIC RETROFIT 
PROJECT

URS CORPORATIONMEREDITH PECORA 33-007076, 33-007102, 33-007134Other - PDM-PJ-09-
CA-2009-012
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RI-10365 2017 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
Assessment East Lake Specific Plan 
Amendment No. 11 Lake Elsinore, Riverside 
County, Californi

Duke CRMCurt Duke, Matthew 
Stever, and Benjamin 
Scherzer

RI-10429 2017 A Class III Historic Resource Study for the 
310 East Pottery Street Project for Section 
106 Compliance, Lake Elsinore, California

Brian F. Smith and 
Associates, Inc.

Andrew Garrison and 
Brian F. Smith

33-006998, 33-007080

RI-10530 2009 Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment of 
the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
Wildomar Recycled Water System Phase 1 - 
Off-Site Facilities Project, Riverside County

Arcaheological AssociatesLaura S. White and 
Robert S. White
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